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- FOREWORI!

This‘aqalysis of the study of school finance in Delaware has
been conducted to provide the School Finance Task Force of the Office
of Education with a description and critique of the process used in
the sEﬁdy. Menbers of thé Task Force can use this analysis in projecting
needed research and also in considering glternative approaches which
might be considered by states as they contemplate studies of their
patterns for financiﬁg schools.-

Backgfound information was ;ecured from the formal report submitted
by the National Educational Finance Project (NEFP) to tha Delaware State
Board of Education and also from staff méﬁbers in the Delaware Depart-
ment of Public Instruction. Appreciation is extended to the NEFP staff
'members and Department of Public Instruction staff members who provided
‘information for the analysis. o .-

As the pressures.fof school finance reform continue, various
study alternatives will undoubtedly be considered by state education
agencies and other governmental and private agencies. The hope is that
a model process can evelve which wili permit cross-state comparisons of
study results to facilitate the sharing of findings and conclusions and

reduce the needless duplication in research efforts.
.

June 20, 1973 ' . K. Forbis Jordan
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INTRODUCTION _

The school finance study in Dglawaré was.conducted by the Naticnal
‘Educational Finance Project (NEFP) at the request of the Delaware State
Board of Education. The National Educational Finance Project is financed
by the U.S. Office of Educgtion, Department of Health, Education and |
Welfare ﬁnder the provisions of P.L. 89-10, Title V, Section 505. Addi-
tional funds for the study were provided by the Delaware State Board of
Education from state sources; thése state funds were used to supplement
the NEFP Central Staff by securipg additional consultants to conduct the
special studies. .

Background. During 1968-72 the NEFP conducted a national study of
school finance. This effort involved an identification of the dimensions
of educational need or the various educational programs which should be
‘provided through the_schools; analysis of the curreﬁzlstatus of school
finance among the 50 states; a series of satellite studies to identify
_target populations, project changes in eéucational programs during the
decade of the 70's,and compute cost indices associated with various ed-
ucational programs; an analysis of revenue sources in terms of their
equity and additional potential; and a comprehensive discussion of
alternative approaches for state school support programs. During Phase
II the NEF? has focused its attention on disseminating its findings andv
field testing various research techniques to expedite the improvement of
state schoql finance programs. Intensive research activities are being

conducted in six Cooperating States.
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The NEFP is involved in field studies ip;individual states, is
conducting additional depth research studie;'at the central staff level,
and also is developing a protﬁtype training program for state education
agency personnel in the a?ea of fiscal planning. All NEFP activities
are integrated with the field studies providing various input data for the
central staff research studies and also providing field experiences fo;
the participants in the prototype trainihg program.

During the spring of 1972 the governor of Delaware appointed a
Citizens' Advisory Committee tec study the existing pattern for financing
the public Schools of Delaware and to recommend appropriate changes.

Thé Commissioner of Education contacted the NEFP to explore the possi-
bilities of Delaware becoming one of the sii NEFP Cooperating States.
Following exploratory discugsions, a.férmallarranqement was developed
between the Delaware Department of Public Instructié;‘and the NEFP.
The WEFP's task was to conduct a technical study of Delaware's state
s;hpol support program and present recommendations for improvement;

In early May 1972, members of the NEFP Ceﬂtral Sé;ff met with the
Commissioner of Education, selected membefs of his staff, and super-
intendents from the Delaware local school districts. During this meeting
the 6vera11-research-design and the workinglprccedurés for the study

were explained. Reactions were positive, and the NEFP Staff was

directed to proceéd with plans for the study.
. f
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PARAMETERS OF THE STUDY

This study, Financing the Public Schools of Delaware, was one of

]

the series of studies in six states being conducted during Phase II of

the National Educational Finance Project. Primary responsibility for
cocrdinating the Delaware study was assumed by Dr. Roe L. Johns, Tech-

nical Assistance Director of the National Educational Finance Project.

Components of thé'Study, In view of the fange of activities in
which the NEFP was involved and the desire to provide training éxper-
iences for developing school finance specialists, as well as the need
to e*pand the manpower pool involved in ;arious field reéearch activities,
additional personnel were identified to assist with the field studieé.

In the Delaware study the following persons assumed responsibility for
the indicated technical componénts to supplement th% “research of the
central staff: |

Educational Need and Cost Differentials=— Richdard Rossmiller, Pro- -
fessor of Educational
Administrati on,; IIniversi tv

of Wisconsin, Madison

State and Local Taxation-—Rolland A. Bowers, Lissociate Professor
of Educational Admlnlktratlon, Univer-
sity of Virginia

. | ]
Cost of Delivering Education— Dewey $tollar, Professor of Edu-~
cational Administration, University
of Ténnessee ’

Public School Personnel ——James Jones, Professor of Educational
Administration, Temple University, and
William B..Castetter, Professor of
Educational Administration, University
of Pennsylvania
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- Financing School Construction-— W. Monfort Barr, Professor cf Edu-
cational Administration, Indiana
University aud william R. Wilkerson,
Associate Professor of Educational
Administration, Indiana University

[

Pupil Transportation——Lloyd Frohreich, Assistant Professor of;
' Educational Administration, University of
Wisconsin, Madison

School Food Service—William Castine, Assistant Professor
Florida A & M University"

I :
School District Productivity-— Scott Rose, Budget Director,
' Pinellas County, Florida
e

A additional component,'Sumﬁary'and Recommendations), was pre-
pared by the NEFP Central Staff. 1In addition to R. L. Johns who
coordinated the entire study. Robert Isaac of the Alaska Department of
Educatiori and Philip Kelly of the South Carol:ina Department of E&u-.
cation, participants in the NEFP prototype training program a£ the
'University of Florida, Qere also assigned from the EE%P éentral Staff to
assist in this study.

The. on-site coordinator for the Delaware Department of Public In-

struction was John Ryan, Assistant Commisisoner of Education for Del-
: i

aware.
The work of the gchool finance specialists was coordinated by the
NEFP Central Staff which in turn worked closely with the office of the
Commissioner of Educatiéh in Delaware. The original design of the
study wis develcped cooperatively with the Delaware Department of<
Public Instrﬁction.' éormal preséntations of the study design and an

interim report were made to the chief school officers from each of the -

@ Delaware local school districts. Upon completion of the final report




a summary of findings‘and recommendations was presented to the chief
school officers and tg the Citizens' Advisory Commiftee which had provided
the ‘original impetqs:f?r the study.

Members of the NEFP Central Staff began negotiating with researchers
for the components during the month of June. By the end of July, all
coﬁtraéts had been comsummated for the components of the study, and
several of the researchers had already made fiéld visits to collect data.
Copies of the basic étudy design for eaéh componenf we?w forwardea to the
NEFP and’ the Deléwére Departmeng of qulic:Instruction for reactions
and suggestions. Only minor modifications were made in the initial re-
search designs submittea from the individual study directors.

An %nté;i?'report was made to the Commissioner of Education; his
staff, and the lgcal school superintendents on November 9, 1972. The
.majority of the component studies had been completed.at that time, and an
ovgrview of the findings and recommendétiéns of each component was pre-
sented. The "Summary and Recommendations" section had not been com-
pleted at that tiﬁe, but‘NEFP Central Staff members did make some pre-
liminary comments concerning possible fecommendations to secure reaétions
from those %n attendance.

On February 1, 1973, the summaries of the component studies ;nd
final recommendations wére presented to the Commissioner of Education
and the superintendents from each of the local school districts in the .-
state. Iﬁ mid;December copieé of the "Summary and Recommendations" had
been forwarded to each loéal_superintendeht'so thét he could be familiax

with the document prior to the meeting. In the afternoon of the same day,



a formal presentation was also madé to tﬁé Citizens' Aavisory Com-
mittee. Thg press was present for the meetings and received copies of
the "Summary and Recomﬁendations."

Constraints. The entire study was scheduled to belcompleted within
a period of approximately six months; this time schedule seems to.have
been somewhat restrictive in view of the magnitude of the total research
effdrt. Time limitations were one of the reasons for using the "team
effort'" in the basic.résearch activities. The use of multiple speéialists
with central coordination appeaf; to have worked rather satisfactorily.
in thé Delaware study. In the first drafts of some 6% the studies, data
were duplicated in a few studies. The task of editing the studies to -
eliminate the duplication was acconplished.with a mipimum of difficulty.
An outside observer might have concern relatiye to the possibility of
conflicting recommendations from different researcheus who Qere inves-
tigating'relhted argésf this was not reported to have been a problem by the
coordinator of the étudy and no evidence of this potential problem was
found in the final report.

Even though the total budget for all of the technical components
may have beén somewhat less thaﬂ the contract amount for a single study in
similar efforts in other instances, the relative qualitv of the ih—

*

dividual studies was deemed satisfactory by the NEFP Central Staff and
. ‘ i

1

the interested parties in Delaware. Of course, the point must be em-
phasized that these were status studies and not intended to be lon-
gitudinal or depth'research studies involving the use of highly sophisticated

statistical techniques. The single exception was the productivity study




which did reqﬂire extensive statisticalléhalysis of the data.
The individual contracts for components of the stﬁdy ranged from
$900 for thé school food service study to $3,400 for the educational
need, target populations, and cost differentials‘study. The staffing
patterns, capitai outlay, and state and loccal taxation studies were
cogducted for approximately $2,000. The amount Qf the contract for
tﬁe cost of deliveringleducatiOn coméonent was $3,000. Contr%ct émounts
for.the transportation.and school district productivity studies were
$1,500. No travel allowance.was'provided for the food services com-
ponent, and one trip was permitted for all other components except cost
of delivering education and educational need and cost differentials.
Viith the former, the researcher was pérmitted two;trips; and the latter
was reimbhrsed for three tripg.
| Total budgeted funds for the component researchqstudies amcurted

‘to $18,000,.thch incluéed $i6,200 for conéultant fees plus approximately
$1,800 for travel. These funds did not include NEFP support for the-.
study, nor did they %nclude the ﬁantime‘and resoﬁrces contributed-by

the Departmeﬁt of Public Instruction and local school districts. These

" latter agencies made extensive contributions to the study as they pro-

.vided data for Qarioﬁs portions of the-study.

The NEFP's contribution has been estimated as follows:

State Coordinators (NEFP fellows) $ 8,000
. Travei.for ﬁEFP Staff ] ' 3,000
Secretarial Services 2,000
Computex-Services . . 1,000

s

O . ' - .




Allocated time for NEFP Central Staff $ 9,000
TOTAL $23,000

To exp;nd.the capabilities of the Department of Public Instruction,
an additional contract was entered into with Dr. Gerald Boardhan to
assist Depértmeﬁt personnel in the installation and adaptation of the
NEFP Computer Simulation Program; The amount of this céntract was
approximately $2,000. This portion was conducted independent of the
NEFP Central Staff; Dr. Boardman was formerly associated with the NEFP
while a faculty member at the University of Florida. Current reports
indicate that the NEFP Simulation Program has been adapted and is
functioning satisfactofily.

Dissemination of the Report. The Commissioner of Education was

provided with o:iginal copy of the complete rgport including-each of
the.£echnica1 ééudies. . The "Summa;y.of Findings anE‘Recommendations,“
consisting of 69 pages, was reproducéd by the State Board of Education
and distributed to egch of the chief school officers from the individual
school districts, the Citizens' Advisory Committee, representatives.of
the media, and other ;nterested persons selected by the éommissioner of
Education. The tofal'distribution-of the Summary was in excess of 150°

copies. (Lopies of the complete 316 page report were not reprdduced ih

quantity.)
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SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The baéic research design for Financing the Public Schools of

Delaware included technical sub-studies of ?he principal factors

which should 5e investigated to determine the statﬁs of a state's:
sghobl suppcrt program. Virtually all afea; of importance were in-
cluded exgept school district organizatioﬁ. Even thouch this area

was investigated'in-;wo of the other NEF# Cooperating States (Ken-
tucky and Scuth Dakota), it was omitted in Delﬁware after consultation
with the Commissioner of Education. The fact that Delawarelhad only

26 districts was a major factor in this decision. In the previous

section the various technical studies and chief researcher for each

area were listed.

In the fcl}owing discussion the basic,rationale, research tech-
niques, and major findings and recommendations or e;;clusions are pre-
sented for each technical sub-study. 1In the critigue following the.
summarizafion of each'study, attention is givenAtQ the adequacy of the
overa}l research design, data requirements, and contribution of findings

and recommendations to the total study,and also to the general field

of research in public school finance.

L]

Programmatic Cost Differentials
Spending levels of local school districts typically have been com--
'.t '
pared on the basis of per pupil expenditure. Educators have long been
aware, however, that some edpqational programs are more costly than

others. Despite the obvious differences in expenditure per pupil in
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various educational programs, only recentlj have studies been made to
identify the mzgnitude and nature of the differences in the cost of
educational-programs within individual.scﬁool districts which are

1 ,iored to meet the needs of specific types ofipupils. The pioneering
research of the NEFP has focused attention upon the cost variations
which are inherent in the educational prograwms offered by local school

districts.

Purpose of the Sub-Study. As a significant facet of the NEFP

research activities in Delaware, ' the primary purpose of this study was
to gather and summarize information cohcerning the relative cost of
educational programs designed for specific target groups of pupils in
the public schools of Delaware. Data_for this study included the dis~
tribution of pupils in various special educational programs, the number
of pupils*qualified for, but not enrolled in, special educational pro-
grams, and the distribution of pupils in the regular educational program.

Procedures. To iﬁitiate the study, a meeting was held in Auqust,
1972, with-membe:s of the staff of the Delaware Department of Public In-
struction to d;scuss the data needed for dgvelﬁpment of programmatic
cost indices and to determine the availability of such data.
.After di;cussion the decision was made to include all of Delaware‘'s 26
school diséricts in the stﬁdy. The applicable data regularly collected
by the Department of Public Instruction included:

1. September 1970 enrollmen£ in day school programé during the

regulaxlschool year for each majcr category and sub-category

of program by school
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2. The number of teachers and aon-teaching academic supportive

staff membe;s for each district By school |

3. fThe 1970-71 current operating expenses by category of expenditure

for each s?hool district.

The September enrollments were assumed to represent full-time equiv-
alent pupils with the excepticn of kindergarten enrollments and those
for vocational-technical students in schonol districts in Kent and Sussex
counties (only three counties exist in Delaware), where full-time
aquivaleat 5hrollment was assumed to be one half of the reported
enrollment.

Since cursrent operating expense data were riot available by category
or sub-category of program, it was necessary to devise metheds for
allocatigg current operating expenses to program levels. The first al-
location distributed total current operating éxpenssg to the elementary
(K-6) and secondary {7=12) levels by computing the ratio of elementary
to secondary ieaching ané& non-teaching academic stéff: this was then |
used to allocate instructicnal costs. All other categories of expen-
diture-—inclﬁding district adminstration, attendance and health services,
transportation, opératimn of plarnt, maintenance of plant, fixed charyges,
and food services--were applied equally to each student regardless of

’ .
level. This allocuition resulted in an estimate of the cost per full-
time equivalent student at both the elementary and secondary levels in _
each scho@i district. A second allocation was necessary to distribute

the current operating expenses to each of the handicapped programs and

to the regular program within the elementary and secondary grade levels.
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The number of pupils participating.in.a special program at the
respecti@é grade level was used as the basis for allocating in-
structional expenses exclusive of those attriﬁutable to non-teaching
academic supportive staff. These expenses were assumed to apply
equally to all students regardless of program within grade level. The
aggregation of the allocated instructional expenses associated with the
teaching staff, the residual instructional expznses associated with the
non-teaching academic supportive staff, and the base expenses exclusive
of instructional expenses provided.an estimate of the cost per full-
time equivalent student for each of the handicapped programs and for
the regular program in both the eleméntary‘and secondary grade levels.
The cost index and the cést differential between the regular program cost

per student and the specizl program cost per student were then cal-

)
culated.

The researcher ncdted the folloQing caveats with regard to the
method of allocation used in arriving at the cost differentials and
cost indices. First, funds were allocated on the basis of the number of
Academic staff members rather than ?he current expenses for>academic
staff. Although salary data were m;de available for the 1970-71 academic
year, these Qata could not be reconciled with the report of current-
operating expenses for that year. Furthermore, the expenses involved
in the allocation process included expenses not directly associated
with salaries, e.g., textbooks, library books, teaching supplies, con-

tractual services, and other expenses; these expenses, by necessity,

were distributed somewhat arbitrarily through the use of salaries as

L}
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the basis for allocation. This method assumes that all members of the
teaching staff, whether in regular or special education programs,
receive the-same salary; thus it is likely to understate the cost
differentials to a slight extent. |

The second caveat was that the allocation prdcess assumes that many
of the expenses, e.é., transportation, food service, maintenance of
plant, etc., would apply equally to students in both regular and
special programs. In the absence of more detailed accounting records,
no other alternative was available, ;nd the researcher Suggested that
this approach probably serves to undérstate the cost differentials.
Finally, the allocation process resulted in an estimate of the cost per
student by category and sub-category program and may not have repre-

sented an accurate accounting of the actual cost per student which

would be available from detailed program-by-program accounting records.

Identification of Programs. The various programs provided by each
school district in Delawa?e were identified. The researchers did not
make judgments cohcerning the relative quality of the various programs.
The only measure of program output used in this study was the number of
students actuaily involved in each prograin. The assumptioh cannot be

made that program quality is equal in each district, and local districts

can be expected to vary considerably in their expenditures per student.
At the elementary schocl level the most prevalent handicapped
programs were those¢ for educable mentally retarded students, students

with learning disabilities, and students with social or emotional
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maladjustments. Iq the secondary schools the most prevalent handicapped
programs were for the educable mentally retarded, cocially and emotionally
maladjusted; and those with learning disabilities. Compensatory edﬁ-
cation in speech and hearing, homebound and supportive instruction, and
ESEA Title I programs -was provided }n more than 20 of the 26 school
districts. In addition, 11 school districts provided a regular program
for students who were enrolled in a vocational-technical program in

either the Kent County or Sussex County vocational-technical districts.

Findings and Conclusions. Table 1 contains the average cost in-

dices for educational programs provided in Delaware's public schools
during the 1970_71'sc5001 year. No cost indices were reported for
either compensatory or homebound/hospital programs, since the data needed
to compléte these indices were not available. All cost indices for
special elemeritary school programs were computed re}ative to their level
of expenditure (for the regular elementary school program,and all cost
indices for special secondary school programs were computed relative to
the cost of the regular secondary school program. Programs for deaf or
partially deaf pupils were the most costly. Programs for pupils with
learning disabilities and for blind or partially sighted pupils also
were among the costly. Programs for mentally retarded or orthopedically
handicappe; pupils were among the least costly.

The researcher cautioned that considerable misunderstanding existed
with regard to the application of cost indices in planning for the

financing of educational priygrams. These indices are most appropriately
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TEBLE 1

A Summary of Average Educational Program
Cost Indices in DRelaware Public Schools, 1970-71

Programs Elementarv Secondary*.
Regular Programs : 1.00 1 1. 00%*

Handicapped Programs

Educable Mentally Retarded i 1.49 1.35
Trainable Mentally Retarded 1,67 1.24
Orthopedically Handicapped ) 1.76 1.29
Blind or Partially Sighted 1.83 2.48
Deaf or Partially Deaf 3.03 3.05
Socially & Emotionally Maladjusted 1.92 1.95
Learning Disabilities 2.2 7% 2.24
All Programs for the Handicapped 1.71 1.51
Vocational-Technical Programs - | 1.60

*All secondary cost indices are relative to the cost of the regular
secondary school program. , .

**The secondary regqular program cost is l.1l1l times the elementary
reqular program cost.

used for statewide planning purposes. The availab. - vy of accurate

indices from the entire state should permit more accurate estimates

of the amount of revenue needed to provide adequately for the unique

educational needs of all pupils. In discussing limitations of cost
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differentials, the researcher emphasizedAthat cost indices are averéges,
and approximately one-half of all school districts in the state will be
spending more than the state-wide average and the remaining one-half
will be spending less. Using the average cost index as a basis for
allocating furds will not necessarily provide an adeguate level of funds
to support the specific educational programs sought by each pupil in

all districts.

A second limitati;n of cost indices, and especially the indices
developed in this study, is that.they may not show differentiation
Setween various types.of delivery systemé. For example, if a district
is using a type of delivery system which requires increased numbérs of
supportive personnel, this difference is not recognized in the cost
differentials. The magnitude of the differentials in educational costs
is Aclpsely 1£nked té the type of delivery system used in.providing a
program--for example,a residential school, a special classroom, or a
regular classroom in combination with z# resource room. Data indicated
that large differences existed among districts in the cost of providing
a special n:ducational program for pupils with a specific handicapping
condition. Unfortunately, the.data did'noé enable the researcher to
identify specific sources of the variations or the type of prograﬁ

.
delivery system being used in each district, except in those instances
where special schools were in operation.

Possibly the most disturbing limitation of cost indices is that they
reflect current educational practiées rather than desired educational

practices. Cost indices in no way reflect the efficacy or efficiency
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-of the educational programs upon which Ehe; are based. They typically
reflect what is currently being done rather than what could be or
should be done.
A fourth limitation is that: cost indices show the relative cost
of educating pupils in special progirams compared with the cost of
educating pupils in reqular programs. They provide no information on
the relative educational wisdom or efficiency of the manner in which tbe
funds are being expended for either regular or special prograns. In view
of tﬁe variations in the nature offeducational programs among districts,
a well-developed, ca;efu;ly monitored evaluation of all educational
programs based upon the desired outcome ﬁuét be conducted if cost indices
are to be ipterpreted properly. -
Last, costs will differ among districts for identical programs.
For example, one district may be transporting more pupiils involved in
special programs than énother district. The pupil-teacher ratio is also
a very important factor in determining the relative ccst of a specific
program. One Aistrict may have too few pupils to operate a prograh
at maximum efficiency, and another may have its classrooms overcrowded.
Cost differentigls essentially provi@e state fiscal policy—makefs
with a valuable planning tool, but they do havé their limitations. .More
detailed information is needed concerning program inputs and their
;
relation to program effectivene;s and efficiency so that planning

decisions may be ‘as rational as possible.
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Critique. This technical componenf is one of a series of cost
differentia} studies being conducted in different states. Basic
research procedur2s of this study are essentially the same as for those
conducted in the other NEFP Cooperating States. As in the other in-
stances, the data were not readily available in usable form because
local districts were not using program accounting formats in their
business procedures. Much of the needed information was available from
the Department of Public Instruction, but some data had to be secured

.directly from local school districts._ Thetresearchers had considerable
difficulty in théir efforts to reconcile state® ard local recérds.
Problems associated with securing reliable data possibly contributed to
the researcher's statements of caution relating to the use of program-
matic cost differentials in computing local school district allocations
under state schoqQl support progr#ms. o a

The basic findings of this technical study should make a valuable
contribution to the.field of research relating to programmatic cost
differentials. Yor future planning in Del;ware, the cost indices and
estimates of unmet needs should be of considerable value. The guestion
of whether or not Delaware will incorporate these findings into a re-

"'&"‘,
vised state support program is unresolved at this time.
.

!
j
State and Local Taxation and School Revenues

The revenue dimeQ§ion of a theoretically sound state school support
program is just as critical as the educational program or allocation

dimensions. Consideration must be given to this dimensinn to preclude
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the possibility of severe imbalances as.program modifications and
additional support areas are proposed for school support. No state

has urlimited revenue sourcés, but virtually evefy state hés

additional revenue available. The critical question is the degree

to which a state will enact a balanced revenue program and also

the degree to which availahle revenue for public elementary and
secondary pupils will be equalized through the program. The purpose

of this technical sub-study was not to recommend a tax program, either
revisions or new sources, but t; present and analyze status infbrmation
needed to reformulate the state school. support program.

Study Format. This technical study consisted of eight sections:

l. Revenue of state and local governments

2. Recommended principles of taxation

3. Cooperative analysis of the actual and recommended taxation
practices showing alternative sources of revenue available
for support of education

4. Fiscal capacity of the staté

5; Conclusions regarding taxation

6. vVariations bet&een échool district revenue and financial
a?ility

7. The level of equalization of fiscal resources between districts

8. Conclusions about the present distribution fo;mula

State and L.ocal Revenue. All or nearly all known types of taxes

except the general sales tax were utilized in Delaware by one or more
levels of government. Tables 2, 3, and 4 illustrate the type and uses
each tax.
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TABLE 2

TYPES OF TAXES AND 40=ISDISTIONS APPLYING
THEM 7O 15 IVIDUALS
School ' Munici-
State County Districts palities
zpcome
1. Personal Incomu A
2. Wilmington .
Earned Income , X
3. Capitation b4 X
ggpsumntion
4, Alechelic b4
5. Cigarctte and
Tobacco Producls X
6. Pari-Mutuel X
7. Motor Fund X
8. DPublic Utilities X
9, Public
Accomnodations X
Wealth
10. Real Property X X X
1l. Inheritance X
12. Gift X
13. Estate X
14. Realty Transfer X . X
Source: Division of Urban Affairs, University of Delaware, "A Survey of

O
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nevenues of State and Local Government in the .State of Delaware”
(Newark, Delaware, 1972.)
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TAHLE 3

PYPES OF TAXES AND JURISDICTIONS APPLYING
THEM TO BUSINESSES

School Munici-
State County Districts palities
Income
1. Corporate Income P
“(Merchants'
License Tax)
2. Retailers X
3. - Contractors X
4. Manufacturers X
5. Wholesalers X
6. Pood Processors X
7. Restaurant Retailers X
8. TFaxrm Machinery
' Retailers X
9, Grain Focd Dealers X
{(Utilities)
10. sSsteam, gas, and i
Electric b
11. Express X ' .
(Insurance Tax)
12. Wet Marine and
Transportation X
13. Workmen's Compensation X
l4. Fire Insurance X
15. Others X
16. (Lease Use Tax) X
17. (Wilmington Gross
Receipts) o= X
Consumption
18. Motor Fuel X -
19, Public Utilities X
20. Public Accommodations X
21l. HMotor Carrier Road Tux X
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& Donations

TALLY 3 {continued)
_ School Munici-
State . County Districts palities
22, Uncmployment
) Compensation X
23. wilmington Emplovee .
Bead Count X

vealth |
24. Real Property X X X
25. Realty Transfer X X
.26. Franchise X
27. Banks and Trusts X
28. Telephone and Telegraph X

.

Miscellaneous Sources
29. lLicenses X
30. Fces X
31. Permits X
32. Fines X
33. Rentals X
34, Sales X
35. Interest X
36. Grants X -

In addition to the thirty-six taxes listed above, the state receives

non-tax revenue from the four sources shown in Table 4.

TABLE 4

TYPES OF HON-TAY REVENUE RECEIVED BY

LEVELS OF GOVERMNMENT

School Munici-
‘State County Districts palities
‘Transfers X X X X
Earnings on Assets X X X X
Sales of Gocds &
Services X X X X
Control X X X
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No state laxes were earmarked for education; therefore, all state
support for eéucation mast come from the state general fund. Lon-
gitudinal projections of available revenue for education are not feasible,
for.the percentage of the state general fund avai]%ble for education is
determined solely by the legislative priority placed on it in comparison
with all other state functions.

Real Property Tax. The real property tax produces nearly all the
local revénue available to schools’ Oﬁly two other types of taxes are
currently levied for local revenue. The capitation tax is applied in
twelve of the twenty-three school districts and the earned income tax
is applied in Wilmington. The objectionahble features of the p.operty
tax are so serious that it is difficult to defend a heavier reliance on
this tax to support education, but the property.tax has _many redeemjrs
features for use with other local purposes. Since education is a state
respor:sibility, heavy reliance upon the prope;ty.tax fails to équalize
éducationai opportunities or equalize the tax burden. In Delaware, this
point was dramatically illustrated: one district had a full value of
real estaﬁe per pupil of $52,023.00, and another district in the same
county with a full value of real estate per pupil of $14,729.00.

Delawar; has historically provided a relatively larger share of school
revenue from the state treasury than most states’ have, and it has not

utilized the property tax as a source of state revenue. Therefore,

"the property tax is used less in Delaware than in any other state when
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the revenue generated from it is measurced againet each $1,000 of
personal incoﬁe in the state.

Sales Tax. Delaware was one of only five states that did not
make use of the general retail sales tax as a major source of revenue.
Various evaluation criteria were applied to the sales tax, pointing
out that it is more equitible than the property tax but is somewhat
regressive upon persons in the lower income groups. The problem of
eco~omic distortions was not consiéered to be critical because the
states adjacent to Delaware collected a sales tax. Collection of the
tax at the state level was dcemed fo be relatively efficienf.

Excise Taxes. Six excise taxes were being collected in Delawére,'

.

three of which were closely related to personal consumption taxes:

alcoholic beverages tax, cigarette and tobacco products tax, and pari-

* . -

mutuel tax. The other three ware levied on individuals and businesses --
motor fuel tax, public utilities tax, and public accommodations tax.
These taxes ray be justified as controls on the use of a commodity or as
compensation for social costs for which use of the products may be re-
sponsible, but they are not suitable for financing educaticn. The re-
searcher pointed out that they moy be used because of the relatively
high productivity, general acceptance, and minimal damage to economic

development; however, excise taxes are considered highly regressive.

Fiscal Capacity. 1In this portion of the study, attention was given

to the following measures of fiscal capacity: 1971 per capita personal

income, per household effective buying income, per capita effective
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buying income, per capita retail sales, per houschold retail sales,

per capita real value of preperuvy, and per pupil real value of property.

Delaware ranked relalively high on four «f the five indicators of

fiscal capacity for which data wore available. Tha effect of Delaware's

relatively high income is cvident, as it ranked eleventh nationally

in per capita tsta] tax collections in 1970 but only twenty—ninﬁh in

state and local tax collections as a porcenﬁago of personal income.
Delaware waé in the fortunate:yiosition of having additional state

revenue capacity, for the state did not levy a general sales tax. The

state ranks fifth among all states in the relative productivity of its

state taxes. The levy of a state general sales tax would reduce some-

what the p;bgressivity of Dhelaware's state tax structure; however,

if fegod and meaicine were excmpted and adjustments made for persons with

.a

low income, the sales tax would not be unduly regressive.

Variations Between Revenue and Ability. The combined basic and

special state funds were having some equalization effect. A ratio

of 7.54 to I existed bcetween the amount of local revenue available in

the district with the greatest amount of local revenue and the amount

of revenue available in the district with the least amount being
provided per‘pupilu The ratio between the ability of the most wealthy
district and that of the least wealthy district was 3.95 to 1. The

fatio of revenue was 1.83 to 1. Research téchniques indicated that local
revenue was having a disequalizing effect and that federal revenues

did not seem either to equalize or disequalize.
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Levels of Egualization. An analysis of the Delaware state school

support program indicated that tie state ranked ninth among'the sgtates
in level of équalization incorporated into its state school support
program. This relatively high ranking was caused by the proportiocnately
high percentage of school revenwe Leing provided from state sources.

Conclusions. ‘The researcher concluded that the Delaware state plan
for education had many desirable characteristics. First, a relatively
high percentage of non-:odersl revenue was provided by the state. The
cffect of this was that a higheridegrcc of cqualization may be achieved
thar would k@ possible if greater reliance were placed on local funds
derived from the property tax base.

The amount of state aid received by localities was based upon the

number of pupil units of neced which recoqgnize necessary variations in the

per pupil cost of different types of cducational programs. Through this

technique, proporticnately more funds are provided to districts with the
greatest amount of nced. fThe prot.loem was that local district supplements
to the state funds did not adequate]y‘take into consideration differences
among the districts in the full valuation of property per pupil. This,
in essence, resulted in the quality of a child's education in Delaware
being depegdenﬁ to some extert upon the wealth of the school dist;ict
in which he resided.

Critique. This technical component was a rather traditional
analysis of ahility and effort among school districts within a state
as well as the relative ability and effort of the state. Little was

found in the overall research design which would be of significant value
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to others conducting a similar study.

Member; of the central staff indicated that there was some
overlap in the data gathered for this componcent and the data required
by the central staff for the consideration of alternatives. (The
problem may have becn more related to a lack of coordination than to
duplicated data gathering efforts, for the technical components were
completed prior to the work of the central staff and technical study
data could have been used by the central staff in the analysis of
alternatives)

Contributions of these combonents to the field of research in
school finance are very limited. The relevance to the study of
Delaware's state school support program can be summarized in two state-
ments: (1) Additional revenue from state sources can be secured, and
(2) Evern with the relatively high lavel of state support in Delaware,
the variations in ability and effort result in considerable dis-
;equalization in the amount of dollars available for children in different

school districts.

Cost of Delivering Fducation

Virtually no state school support programs attempt to recognize
the differences in the unit costs among districts seeking to provide
the eqguivalent level of educational services. Variations are found in
the amount of dollars expended for equivalent gervices among school
districts; the question is whether or not these factors are beyond the
control of the district and should be recognized in the allocation of

state funds.
Q
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Research Design. Because Delaware is a small state with few

school districts, this study involved all school districts in the

state. Attempts were made to present data for all districts whenever

ossible. However, comparisons weroe made between individual school
}

O
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districts when data were available only for these districts. 1In other
instances comparisons were made between counties because of the lack
of data.

Adequate measures werc not available to reflect living cost
differentials for scheol cimployeces living in differant communities. The
present consumeyr price index was inadequate because of the introduction
of new products and services which have reshaped buying habits. Pop~-
ulation shifts--both as to age and location~~have affected the nature
of consumer neceds and satisfactions. The attempt in this study was
to identify the. factors that caused variations among the districts in
the cost of producing education.

Findings and Conclusions. Avuilable data would not permit the

development of an index related to the cost of delivering educational
services. Among the districts, variations were found in per pupil
expenditures for various budgetary functions, but these variations
appeared to be principally related to variations among the districts
in per puﬁil wealth and to variations in the local tax effort in pro-
portion to ability. When all current expenditures per pupil were
correlated with wealth, the wealthy districts were found to be péying

higher teacher salaries and to be spending more per pupil on other

functions of expenditure than the less wealthy districts.
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Another conecern is related to the amount of money required to
maintain an equivalent standard of living throughout a state and
the availability of'goods and serviees among districts within a state.
Mo evidence was found that the cost of living for the same standafd
of living varied substantially among the districts of Delaware.

Through its policies, Delaware was currently recognizing variations
in the unit cost of delivering cdﬁcational services in an indirect
fashion. The Delaware state salary schedule has recognized the dif-
ferences in training and expcricnce for teachers, but has been so low
that local boards supblemcnted the schédulc in order to pay competitive
salaries. Through this action,low per pupil wealth districts have been
at a decided disadvantage.

Critigue. With the great concern for cqualization of funds among
school districts and the concurrent necd to assure that achievement of
complete ¢gqualization will not result in hardships ;; local school
distric.s, the need for adequate data relating to the variations in
costs of delivuring equivalent educational programs and services has
been widely recognized by rgséarchers and also by the President's
Commission on School Finance. The problem, as indicated again in this
study, is that the datit required for a study of this magnitude are
.simply unavailable at the present time.

In this particular instance the initial study design may have been
somewhat faulty because it was somewhat piecemeal rather than én in-
tegrated unit. Even though the results of this study have been of
guestionable value, more complex efforts in other states have also failed

Q

i
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to yield findihgs and conclusions which will be of value in the
restructuring of sfate school suppori programs. The lack of com-
parakle data on a district-by-district basis constitutes one dimension
of the problem; the other dimensicon is related to éhe availability of
an équivalent standard of living in all districts in .the state.
This latter issué was not addressed in the study. Possibly, the
major contribution of this study was to demonstrate the complexity
of the data gathering and research process in this area and to point
out that productive efforts in this area will require high levels of
funding.

| The need for adjustuents in the state school support program re-
lated to the cost of delivering education may not bhe as severe in
Delawarec as in other states. Variations in the cost of delivering
services and programs are recognized in tbe arcas of school construction,

-

plant maintenance, and transportation.

Status of Delaware Public School Personnel

The vital role of personnel, primarily teachers, in schools must
be considered in any comprehensive study of the state school support
program. Various incentives to alter school board-administfator-teacher
behavior may be incorperated into the state school support program to f
expedite the achievement of desired policies. However, before sug-
gesting drastic changes, certain base-line status information must
be availeble for planning purposes. The major puréosc of this study
was to provide the basic information needed to consider the feasible

«

alternatives.
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Research Process. In this technical study an analysis was pro-

vided of the facts, observations, and insights concerning the com-
pensation beiny provided Ielaware public school personnel. This
study focused 6n the following quentions:

1. what are the salient churacturistics of public education
in Delaware?

2. What trends are developing in the composition of Delaware
public school perscnnel? jn the economic status? in the
supply and demand for school personnel?  in the preparation
and certification of public school personnel?

3. What are the kcy problems and opportunitics for positive develop-
ments in the teaching profession in Delaware?

Findings and Conclusions. Attention was given to the current status

of public school personnel, unresolved problems relating to their

- K

economic welfare, and other factors contributing to the social and

economic conditions and changes in helaware pub}ic education.

Between 1966-67 and 1970-71, the number of pupils increased approx-
imately 20 percent, and the instructional personnel increased approxi-
mately 29 percent. During the same period administrative personnel
increased by 80 percent; however, the number of administrative units was
reduced by'slightly over 50 percent during the same period with the
number declining from 50 units in 1966 to 26 units in 1971.

Between 1966-67 and 1970-71, salaries for instructional
personnel increased by 68 percent and for administrative personnel by

128 percent.
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During the past decadc the educational picture has changed rather
dramatically fn Delaware. Delaware was among the lowest ranking states
in terms of pupil enrollment (the percentage of public school en-
roliment in the school age population), but the state moved from a ranking
of forty-sixth amdng the states in 1961 to eighteenth in 1971. The
average salary for Delaware public school teachers decreased from eighth
in 1961 to twelfth in 1971. The state has dropped from first to third
in the percent of public school revenue derived from the state govern-
ment and from first to tenth in per cabita personal income. It has
risen from forty-eighth to forty~fifth in public school revenues derived
from local government and dropped from first to fourth in per capita
state expenditures for all education. The ranking of Delaware on cur-
rent expenditures per pupil over the past decade has remained essentially

“the same, even though the per pupil expenditure has more than doubled.
During approximately the same period of time the number of classroom
personnel has increased by 71.8 percent.

When compared with its three neighboring states, Pennsylvania,
Maryland, and New Jersey, as well as with the national average, Delaware
ranked lower than two of its three neighbors in average salaries paid
to all teachers. Delaware ranked 1pwest among the four states in the
percent of increase in instructional staff personnel and in this area
was behind the nation as a whole. In 1971-72 Declaware ranked below its

neighboring states in'percent increase in per capita personal income,
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personal income per pupil, per capita disposable personal income as

a percent of total persoral per capita income, and percent in current
expenditures per pupil.  This aiscussion indicates that Delaware's
competitive position has declined within the last decade.

In comparing the beginning and average salaries paid in the ten
lowest and ten smallest districts in Delawarc, the data indicated a
difference of $743.0C between the average salaries in the two groups
of districts, and a differcence of $1,171.00 between the average sfarting
salaries in the two grodps of districts.

An analysis of the sources of Delaware public school pcrsonnél
indicated that over 75 percent had been prepared in institutions out-
side of Delaware. A study of the graduates of Delaware higher edu-
cation institutions with preparation in education indicated that the
number had increaséd from 296 to 500 between 1966 and 1871, but the
percentage of graduates not teaching had risen from 39 to 40 percent
during the same period. Delaware's higher education institutions in
1970 graduated 500 bachelor degree candidates in education, and the
number of vacancies in public education in June 1972 was 534. These
data would suggest that these institutions were preparing a sufficie?t
number to fil]l existing vacancies. Some progress had been made in
retention of Delaware graduates in Delaware schools: 57 percent had
been retained in 1966 and 65 percent in 1970. Over the same period
New Jersey had employed the highest percentage of educational personnel

who were leaving Delaware and the percentage had increased during that
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three—yéar period.

Tﬁe relatively moderate decline of Delawarg's position among
the 50 states over the past decade in the area of public education
develops into a consistent pattern when examined in terms of a variety
of variables. The state has dropped from first to third in percent
of public fevenue derived from state government, from first to tenth
in per capita personal income, risen from forty-eighth to forty-fifth
in rank in public school revenues éerivcd from local government, and
dropped from first to fourth in per capita state expenditures for all
education.

The declining position may not appear alarming, but if the overall
trend continues in this decade, Delaware will be in a relatively weak
position to éompete for competent personnel. The problemlwas further
accentuated when salaries for classroom teachers were compared with
similar positions in private industry; the salaries were simply not
competitive. Even though the supply and demand for teachers is now
relatively baiancéd and there are indications that the supply may be
exceeding the demand, some subject areas are still in short supply. .The
emerging patFern of supply and demand for educational personnel wili
enable districts to become highly selective in the employment of personnel.

Critique. The basic research design of this technical component
must be described as comprehensive and exhaustive. Data requirements
were evidently easily met from state and federal sources.

Nationally, the contributions of this component's findings to the

area of rcesearch in school finance will be possibly somewhat limited.
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Within the state, the relevance of the study should have considerable.
value. The findings indicate Delaware's competitive position among
its neighbo;ing states is declining. Attention is focused on the need
to ascertain if local school districts can attract and retéin quality
staff members who are receiving sufficient salary to maintain an |

adequate standard of living. No attempt was made to answer this latter

question.

Financing School.Coﬁstruction in Delaware

DelaQare has a long and distinguished history of state concern for
the school facility needs of iocal schopl districts. A prograﬁ of state
grants for capital outlay was adopted in 1919. Délawarg was the. first
state to adopt and fund a significant portion of local school district

construction projects from state sources; during the period between 1919

"and 1940, state support for local school construction averaged 60 percent.

The nature of the program has varied over the years, ranging from
state assumption of bﬁilding costs ﬁo partial assumption of local debt
service und further to state grants for 60 percent of approved project
costs for school construction in 1968-69.

Among the.innovations which should be credited to Delaware ip the
development of tﬁe theory of state and local‘participatiOn in the
financing of public school facilities are:

1. Required state approval of proﬂects-

2. Use of étate bonds as a source of funds

3. Elegibility for all . districts



4. Incldgion of vocationial schools -and other séecial facilities

5. State Department of Public Instruction studies of school
facility needs

6. Development of bbjective formulas for determining state and
local shares of project cost

7. Continuity for more than 50 years of stable and significant
policies for a prégram of state grants for school facilities.

The Existing Program. Currently the state assumes 60 percent of

the approved project costs of most public elementary and secondarv
scthool construction. Vocational education facilities and all special
education facilities (except. those for the educable mentally handicappéd)
are paid entirely from state funds. Classrooms for EMR pupils are in-
cluded in the regular égogram. The existing Delaware program for
financing school constrnctioﬁ is'generally'regarded as among the best

.in the United States. ”

The state edupation agency in Delaware is staffed with school
planning experts and providesllocél‘districts with extensive services,
more than found in most states. The range of the pfogram includes
determination of needs, preparation of educational specifications,
and evaluation of drawings and specifications upon request from local
school districts. |

Each local schoolldistrict'devélops a six year Major Capital

Improvement request which is submitted to the Department of Public In-

struction (DPI). This proposal is evaluated by the school planning
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staff of the DPI and then transmitted to the State Board of Education
for approval in the form of a Certificate of Necessity.

These éocumentg are them submitted to the Office of State Planning
which reviews and submits them to the Office of the Governor. At this
point the local district may receive approval to proceed with con-
struction.of facilities. The state has determined an allowable project
cost of $46.00 per square foot which includes siﬁe, construction;
equipment costs, and all fees. The local share of project cost is ob-
tained by issuance of local district bonds which are sold to the state
of Delaware at a private sale.

The exception té this process is th; Wilmington School District.
which is fiscally deﬁendent upon the civil government of the cit? of ’

Wilmington. Conseguently, proccdures for this district differ par-

ticularly with regard to the raising of local fundsg‘bond sales, and

procedural items.’

Delaware's school housing problem is not as severe as found in
other states, for in 1971-72 less than 25 péfcent of Delaware pupils
were housed in buildings occupied prior to 1950. Many of the oldex
buildings are still guite usable for today's educational prodgram.

Program for Major Capital Improvement. The current problem in

LN

Delaware is not to provide funds for new facilities, but for upgrading
and replacing older school buildings. Construction formulas are used
ﬁo determine space allowances for new construction, and these are
reasonably adequate. The formula approach, however, cannot work well

for renovation of existing school facilities or for conversion of
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"found space"” to educational purposes. FEach of these projects is
somewhat unique and each decision has to be made on its own merits.
Conclusions. The rescarcher presented the following conclusions
for consideration in revising Delaware's schqol support program:
l. The Delawarclprogram for financing school facilities
and for maintaining and upgrading existing plants appears
to be accommodating the continuing need of local school
districts.
<. The typical Delaware school district has sufficient debt lee-
way to permit construction of needed school huildings,
but leeway is not uniform and relatively poor districts faced
with a great need for buildings may be unable to raise the
required local share.
3. Projections of future enrollments indicate that .the state,
as a whole, will not need to contend with enrollment gains
in the next few years and thus the need for new facilities
" will not be great. A few districts, however, will continue
to need new plants to accommcdate enrollment increases.
Delaware's_fiscal ccndition is such that the state should be
in an.excellent position to financelany needed upgrading'of
.
existing school facilities during the remainder of this decade,
and if the state properly marshalls its resources, replacement

or rehabilitation of all obsolete facilities can be

accomplished.
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4. éertain actions can be taken to enable Delaware to achieve
more economic and efficient use of its school building dollars.
Lump sum appropriations, removal of barriers to competition,
and heavier reliance upon DPI school facilities specialists
should be cexplored.

Critique. Delaware's pattern of providing capital outlay support
and the availability of quality data from the Department of Public In-
struction contributed to this being oﬁe of the hetter technical com-
ponents in the rcport. Adequate and reliable data were available for all
of the major items of-concern.

The major relevance of this technical study will ke in the dis-
cussion of existing programs and reccommendations for improvement.

These items will be of interest to researchers nationally as well as to

educational administrators and policy makers within the state of Delaware.

Pupil Transportation

The research objective in this technical component was to determine
changes and improvements which should be made in the pupil transportation
program. Attention was given to the present state allocation program,
the degree to which the program was scrving clientele needs, and the
overall program structure. The report contained the following
subsection;:

1. Historical background

2. Recent studies of Delaware's pupii transportation program

3. Magnitude of the program

4., Pupil transportation projections
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5. Pupii transportation costs

6. Description of the program

7. Prégram and cost comparisons

8. Findings, conclusionssand recomnendations,

Historical Background. Since 1921, when pupil transportation

rules and regulations were establishcd) Delaware has recognized

that the state has responsibility for 0verseeinq_transporfation pro-
grams. A 1926 report of the Delaware Department of Public Instruction
indicated that Delaware was the only state in which the cost of trans-
porting pupils was paid entirely from statc‘funds. During the in-
tervening years the state's financial support for the pupil - trans-
portation program has continued at a high level. The state pre-‘
sently suﬁports 100 percent of the approved formula cost of trans-
porting children.

-

Recent Studies. In 1466 and 1972 twoistudies were made of Del-

aware's pupil transportation program. Recommendations of the 1966
study calling for establishment of locally supcrvised districts, sfate
requlations and assistance, coordinated purchasing of school bhuses,

and investigation of computer routing and scheduling were implemented;
however, recommendétions pertaining te¢ public ownership of all school
buses, state support ¢f a standard program, and state support for field
trips have not been implemented. Some impetus toward greater public
ownership was eviﬁent in northern Delaware, but the entire state had

not seen fit to adopt the policy. Program enrichment costs are still
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borne by local school districts except in those instances where public
and local'school officials have access to public—ownedlvehicles and
the distric; bears only the cost of the driver and operational costs
for enrichment trips.

The purpose of the 1972 study was to test the feasibility of a
joint venture or a proportionately grcater use of mun;cipal transit
vehicles, specifically the Delaware Authority for Regional Transit
(DART) which was operating in nortlern Delawarc. The basic conclusion
of this study was that opecration of school bus routes by DART appeared
to be impractical and not economically feasible. Resultant savings
would have possibly been overshadowed by other operating problems
resulting from the integration of DART services with the present school
bus operation.

The researcher in thié study questioned the agfgmption that DART
would be unable or unwilling to change its method of operation to
transport school children. He pointed out that DART was finapcially
solvent and was not seeking to expand its operation and rid=rship.
Further, he pointed out that one obvious alternative was that DART could
serve as a contractor in much the same fashion as £he existing pri-

.

vate contractors transport school children.
L] .

An independent study of the feasibility of using cemputers for
transportation routing concluded that little would be gained since
the present. system allowed for individualized attentipn and analysis.

The trial use of the computer program arrived at the same array of

1

route patterns as were presently in operation. The current method
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rcportédly does provide for individualized attention and can uniquely
solve many atypical problems for which the computer program is ill
equipped. However, in very large overations with an expanding
transportation program advantages may accrue through computer routing
for the purpose of establishing standard routes and reducing the work

load of some of the overburdened regional transportation directors.

Magnitude of the Program. Between 1968 and 1969 the number of

public school children transported in Delaware increased from 61,368
to 79,837, an increase,of 30.1 bercent. The fastesg growth of pupils
transported occurred in New Castle County, the most populous county
in the state. During the same period the number of nonpublic school
children transporﬁed increased from 4,585 to 9,428, an increase of
106 percent. A sizeable increase in ridership occurred between 1969-
_70 and 1970-71 because of the incorporation of a policy that trans-
portation of nonpubliec schiool children was a responsibility of the
state. Recognition of this responsibility resulted in substantial in-
creases - in the‘dollar reimbursement to public schools, and led to
greater claims for reimbuirsement as well as greater interest in providing
transportation for nonpublic school children.

Transported pupils were divided into the following classificétions:
regular program pupils, special education pupils, and vocational-tech-
nical pupils. Special equipment was neededvto transport special edu-

cation pupils, and longer trips and additional routes were required
. H

to transport vocational-technical pupils. Between 1968-69 and 1971-72

the transportation of regular pupils increased by 26.6 percent, the
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number of special education studerits declined, and the number of vo-
cational-technical students increased by more than 100 percent.

In the entire state 59.13 percvent of the students were being
transported in 1971-72 and the number transported among the three
counties varied from 86.88 percent in Sussex Couﬁty to 49.10 percent
in New Castle County. Betwecn 1968-69 and 1971-72 the percentage of
public school enrolilment being transported increased from 49.24 percent
to 59.13 percent. The percentage of nonpublic school enrollment
being transported for the same period increased from 23.86 percent
to 51.04 percent. when compared with the previous year the percentage
of enrollment being transported had increcasecd for cach of the four years.

The researcher made the assumption that the number of pupils
transported would decline over the next four years, presuming no changes
in policies relative to distances for which pupils will be transported.
The assumption also suggests that enrollments in public and nonpublic
schools will decline and that there will be no increase in the per-

centage of children being transported.

Pupil Transportation Costs. The total state reimbursed trans-
portation costs in each county were presented, but these only inclPded
Qapital and, operational expenditures reimbursed by the state. Local
costs were not shown; these would have included expenditures incurred
in transporting pupils for educational or extra related activities.

When thg_rate of increase and total cost‘were compared with the
rate of increase of ridership of public schgol gtudents, the total

cost increased at a much faster rate except when the last two years were
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compared. The data also indicated a much greater reliance on publicly
owned equipment, particularly in New Castle County.

Description of Program. The rescarcher presented a technical descrip-

tion of the operation of the Delaware program for providing trans-
portation reimbursement to the local school districts. Under the present
arrangement equipment ma? be purchased by the State Board of Education
and titled jointly betwecen the state and the local district to which it
is assigned; however, the state may reassign a bus thn it is no longer
needed in a local district.

The program includes fixed charges}_allocations for bus storage,
drivers' physical examinations, and bus inspections. Operation allowances
are provided for a driver's wages, gas, oil, tires, and maintenance,
but different formulas are computed if the bus operates north or south
of the canal. The capacity of the bus is also a fagfor in calculating
operational allowances; the driver's salary remains constant but the
transported pupil allowance for other operational costs decreases as
the capacity of the bus is reduced.

An administrative allowance-ig provided for operation of the trans-
portation program, with smaller buses receiving proportionally less.than
larger buses. In addition, provisions are made for a layover time when

.
it is less expensive to pay the layover cost than to transport the bus
back to its originallbase.

The wages of attendants are paid for routes on which the buses have

a seating capacity of more than 15 pupils and are used to transport

hahdicapped pupils. Insurance for district operated buses is provided
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through the state insurance commissioner's office.

For contract operation an allowance is made for depreciation of the
vehicles and other costs which the contract operator must pay that are
not paid by public agencies. 'The allowance for fixed charges is
greater because of the additional cost incurred by the private owner
for the bus license and insurance. Private contractors are allowed an
additional allotment to pay for workmen's cempensation, unemployment
insurance, and social security. The administrative allowarce is also
greater for contract operations;' the allowance is 10 percent of the
per diem rate.

The state policy Qith respect to reimbursing nonpublic schools
for transporting their pupils is to allocate a dollar amount per pupil
based on the previous year's average cost of transporting a pupil in
the public schools. %hen general public carsiers are used to trans-
port qualified students, reimbursement is based on the actual number of

bus tickets used for transportation with a maximum allowance of $54.00

per year per student. When transportation is not available, the qual-

O
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ified student may be transported by private auto and reimbursed at the
rate of 10¢ per mile, not to exceed $72.00 per pupil per year.

The state also provides for reimbursement to districts which:
transport ﬁupils who live less than the stipulated mileage from school
when unique traffic conditions exist. Delaware has a "Unique Pedes-—
trian Hazards Committee" which passes judgment on special cases for
students who contend that extenuating circumstances qualify them for

bus transportation. If the committee acts favorably, the school district
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must transport the student and in turn will receive reimbursement

from the state for the cost. Of the slightly less than 80,000

pupils beiné transported in the state, 3,000 are being transported
under this provision.

The transportation system for the state is operated under the

supervision of a District Transportation Supervisor who is assigned

on the basis of 7,000 pupils transported; he may serve more than one
school district. The salary of the supervisor is paid by the state,
but may be supplemented by a local district to any agreed level. The
District Transportation Supervisor.provides a link between state and
local districts, plans routes,arranges for private contracts, maintains
transportation records, provides driver orientation courses, and pro-
vides other services under the direction of the State Transportation
Director. At the time of the report, fourteen District Transportation
Supervisors were working in the state.

Bus drivers in the state must take an eight hour driver graining

course before they can be fully licensed; these courses are offered

on a regular schedule under the office of the State Transportation
Division of the Department of Public Instruction. For those who attend
~the eight hour training course, reimbursement is provided by the Sstate,

Program and Cost Comparisons. Existing systems for cost accounting

and unit cost systems for transportation had certain inadeéuacies;

the basic question is what should be included in the "standard trans-

portation costs."” Should this figure include all transportation costs

and insurance costs as factofs in computing the unit cost determination?
O should the total cost include those associated with transportation of
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pupils for Spécial programs Such as.special e@ucation, summer Sschool,
kindergarten, vocational-technical, and federélly supported activities?
Cost accounéing records are not-maintained on a programmatic basis

and do not provide data for making comparisons. In the absence of
programmatic cost data the researcher'was unable to determine the

costs of the transportation program which were associatéd with the
various programs in wﬁich pupils were participating.

The researcher attempted to compare Delaware's transportation pro-
gram with programs in nine other states and found that conclusions
from the comparisons had to be very general. He was plagued again by
the lack of a standardized method of cost accounting. Upon initial
examination, Delaware's averagevper pupil costs appeared to be in excess

of those of other states. llowever, the other average costs were

not comparable to Delaware's because most states did not include capital

. -

outlay, bus depreciation, administrative costs, or insurance in their
cost figures. 1In the one instance when.the state's program appeared
to be similar to Delaware's the cost also appeared to be similar.

The basic conclusionvdrawn from the data was that the cost of school
district owned and operated vehicles appeared to be less than the cost
of contracted orx:privately owned vehicles. . However, even this state-
ment must Le qualified, for many of the standard cost variables did
not include puréhasé costs or depreciation for district owned vehicles.

School dist;icts in heavily populated areas usually incur higher
costs because wage scales are higher, fringe benefi;s are more expensive,
capital outlay facilities cost more, and operational prob;ems related

o to routing, congestion, and hazards also tend to drive per pupil costs
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higher than in other areas.

The da?a in the Stuay'illustrate the relationships between average
per pupi; costs and the density of the transported pupil population in
the'district. Generally, higher per pupil costs were associated with a
lesser number of- students per square mile. 1In districts with unique
transportation problems such as high labor costs, more special education
students being transported, more special hazard ridership, and more
traffic congestion, the cost per pupil appeared to be higher.

Conclusions and Recommendations. A strong advocacy position was

expressed fo; public (state and/or local district) operation of the
transportation program. Minor modifications were suggested for revising
the transportation distribution formula. Emphasis was placed on the
continuing neéd fo revise and update the formula in light of changing
conditions. ' -

The present mefhod of allocating District Transportation Super-
visors was questioned. Spggestions inc}uded changing to a more complex
but more equitable and functional allocation system which would be based
on the number of buses operating in the district and the number and
complexity of the bus routes that must be served.

Detai}ed-recommendations were presented relative to the mileége
limitations for reimbursemént purposes. The researcher pointed out
that this is a matter of state policy, for there is a wvirtual dearth
of research related to the relationship between a child's educational

performance or attitudes and the distance he walks to school.




Considerable attention was given to the need for generating
cost pér pupil data on a programmatic basis, type of child éerved,
and nature of equipment. The researcher also suggested that the state
consider generating cost figures on the lineal density per bus mile
and further suggested that all transportation costs should be included
in unit cost data.

Attention was giveﬁ to the nature of the present training program
and the suggestion was made that a prescribed period of time be iden~
tified for the length of the proéram and the material to be included
in the program. It Qas also suggested that the state should establish
additional training sessions forlindividuals who have continued to be
employed as bus drivers for over two years. In view'of the changes in
laws and policies, the recommendation was that all bus drivers be re-
quired to take & four hour ;efresher course every ongf year.

The comprehensiveness of the current safety records on pupil
transportation was questioned. In addition to the accident reports
compiled from poiice repbrts completed at tﬁe scene of an accident,
the district transportation superviso? could be asked to complete
" additional accident forms. These could provide summary data relating
to the safefy record of the ﬁransportation program on an annual basis.

.

Critigue. The overall research design for this technical com-

ponent was verybadequate; however, the researchef did ‘express éome

concern related to the need for additional data .concerning the per

pupil cost of transportation programs.
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Information related to the nﬁmber of pupils being transported apd
the total céét appeared to be reasonably adequate. The absence of
data related to the programmatic costs_ofrthe total operation of the
transpoftation program resulted in serious limitations on the study.
Funding of the current transportaéion program for belaware is highly
centralized, and the state prévides district transportation supervisors
to coordinate the program. Under this arrangement, the absence of
more detéiled cost accounting information may not be as critical as in
a state.which operates a more decentraiized program with the same level
of state support.

Considerable attention was given to thé relative efficiency of

district owned and operated transportation programs in contrast to

. private contractors for such programs. This question haé been be-
labored for sevefal years, and data continue to indicate that publicly
owned transportation programs are more economical and provide greater
flexibility for thé transportation prog?am to "serve" the total schéol
program. Resolution of the question may not be determined by economics
or efficiency, for it appears to be more closely related to publiq policy.

The natiénal relevance of this study will be somewhat limited.

because of éhe uniqueness of the Delaware situation. Within the stafe,
the résgaréh effort should be of considerable value to those inter-

ested in effecting administrative improvements in the transportation

program.
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School Food Service Programs

Az one-aspect of the overall system of education in Delaware,
the school food service programs were studied. Data were collected
from the Department of Public Instruction and individual school
districts. A questionnaire was used to gather data from individual

school districts.

Overview of the Program. Authorization for administration of

school food service programs in Delaware is granted by a sfatute which
vests administrative and supervisory authority for all public education
programs with the State ﬁoard of Fducation. In Delaware public funds
may not be used for grants-in-aid to non-public schools. In the ab-
sence of a statute prohibiting such action, the state of Delaware

does administer school food service programs in non-public institutions.

Statg law provides for the payment of salaries to school lunch
supervisors and cafeteria managers in local school districts. This
practice has resulted in the establishment of qualifications for these
positions by the State Board of Education.

Records conceriiing disbursement oY federal and state funds for
school food service programs to local districts are kept by the
Department of Public Instruction; this agency forwards invoices to
the State Treasurer'who makes direct payments to local school districts.
All claims are consolidated into obn« gheck per district per month.

The State Purchasiﬁg Agent is respopsible for the allocation and

distribution of federally donated commodities. This practice is not
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necessarily desirable because it results in iwo state agencies being
involved in.the distribution of commodities. The ressarcher indicated
that one alternative would be to transfer authority and responsibility
for allocation and distribution of cocmmodities to the State Di?ector
of School Food Services; another apparent alternative would be to place
the allocation function with the Department of Public Instruction and
let the distribution function remain with the State Purchasing Agent.
This latter approach seems to be analogous with the procedures for
reimbursement. The principal point is that the school food service
program personnel can be assumed to have training and experience in
the utilization of foodstuffs , while purchasing department personnel
would not necessarily have this level of expertise.

The relationship of the school foed service program to other ad-
ministrative and supervisory units within the Department of Public
Instrucfion appears to be largely related to the establiéhment of
effective working relationships among those whose programs have some
felationship with the food service program, e.g., home economics and
‘health service. The qualifications of school food service supervisors
and school lunch managers are set forth in state statutes and are
designed to assure the employment of well-qualified persons. In

.
addition to initial qualifications, all school food service personnel
participate in in-service education programs designed to upgrade con-
tinvally their knowledge and skills. The organization of in-service

programs ;ppeared to be quite effective and was contributing to the
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continued improvement of program personnel. The level of coordination
and articulation between the statc and local districts appeared to be

well planned and to be operating effectively.

Financing the Program. Pupils in public schools have access to

five child nutrition programs and thoge in private schools have access
to three such programs. Public school pupils varticipate in the lunch,
breakfast., special milk, non~-food assistance, and SFPC (day care) programs,
but non-publi¢ school pupils do not participate in the non-food assis-
tance and the SFPC (day care) pfoqrams. State funds earmarked for
administration and supervision are used to support programs in both
public and private institutions, but no data were available which in-
dicated the allocation of funds between the two types of institutions.
Available data also did not reflect the capital outlay for faqilities
énd-equipment or the amount of local fund; expended for any phase of
the program.

An analysis of the sources of funds for the scbool lunch program
indicated that child paynients were providing 42.5 percent of the income,
federal sources 25.4 percent, state sources 13.5 percent, and other
sources 18.6 percent.

Participation inrthe Program. All public schools in Delaware

L3 i h

were participating in the National School Lunch Program; participation

required that schools must offer meals to economically needy students
at either free or reduced prices, dependent upon the level of family
income and family size. The Delaware State Plan for 1973 was judged
to be comprehensive, sound, and feasible.

O
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Statistical data and relevant information were solicited for the
study from the staté School Food Service Supervisor and from each
local school district. Only one school district failed to respond to
requests for information; since this district was rather small, the
researcher indicated that the absence of a return should have no ap-
preciable effect upon the overall study.

Average daily participation in the program ranged from forty percent
in one district to over eighty percent in another; the state level of
participatiqn was f£ifty-nine percent. The percentage of lunches served
free or at a reduced price varied from one pe;cent to sixty-nine percent;
the state average was slightly over twenty-three percent.

Breakfast programs were available to siightly under twenty-five
percent of the school children in 1971-72; however, only slightly over
ten bercent of the children were participating. "

Efforts were made to analyze the per mecal cost of food and labor
in each school district, and questionnaires were sent to the school
districts to gather data. Wwhen fhe responses were received, the data were
found to be unreliable because of the wide variations in accounting
practices among school districts. For examplé, some districts included
the salaries of school lunch supervisors in labor costs and some did not.
Also, some districts included the projected value of surplus commodities
in food costs and others did not.. Further, some districts included
the costs of the breakfast program in the cost of the regular schéol
lunch program and others did not. These data problems indicate the

need for more reliable management information systems for the school
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lunch program.

The price charged for school lunches was relatively standard
throughout the state; the state supervisor reported that elementary
children were charged from thirty to thirty-five cents per meal, with
an- average charge of little over thirty cents, and high school children
were charged from thirty cents to forty cents, with an average charge qf
thirty-five cents. This cost is somewhat less than the price per meal
charged in most states and is due principally te the policy of Delaware
which provides state funds for payment of salaries for local school
lunch managers and lunch supervisors.

Summary. Conclusions were rather limited, but several

recommendations were offered:

1. Development of a management information system at both the
séate and i;cal levels
2. Transfer of responsibility and authority for allocation, or
both allocation and distribution, of federally donated
commodities from the State Purchasing Aéent to the State
Supervisor of School Food Services
3. Investigation of the feasibility of ronsolidating purchasing
.
functions of two or more schocl districts within geographical
regions to reduce the costs
4, Promotion of higher levels of participation in present programs.
Critique. Although a relatively inexpensive component in comparison

with some of the other technical components, the school food service

program technical study did provide considerable data which would be of
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interest to those concerned with planning and organizing school
food service programs. As might be assumed, the researcher joined
those of hi; colleagues whe had recommended the development and
installation of a management information system which will provide
fiscal data related fo the school food service program as well as
data related to participating pupils and local district.operation of
programs.

since very few studies of this type have beeg conducted through-
out the nation, this study may have some transfer value to other
states. Within the state of Delaware the major importance of the
component will be related to its recommendations concerning the ad-
ministration of the school food service program and the relationship
between local school district persohnel and school food service per-

sonnel with the .Departuent of Public Instruction.

-

School District Productivity

As a result of current interest in accountability,the series of
court caées,and various research reports related to equalization of
¢unds among local school districts, high levels of interest are being
exhibited in the "productivity" of the schools. One component of the
Delaware study was concerned with the relative productivity of the
state's local schuol districts and the factors associated with varying

levels of productivity.

Purpose of the Study. The purpose of this study was to analyze

the in-school and socio-economic variables which could be used as
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predictive facéors for high and low productivity school districts in
Delaware. Attention was given to the relationship between current
expenditure.per pupil and standardized reading achievement test scores
of pupils among school districts. Subsequently, school districts
were classified as high productive or low productive districts. A
list of variables purported to be associated with productivity was
developed for testing, and step-wise discriminant ahalysis was used to
test the variables for fheir association with productivity. The
association of a variable with sthool district productivity was measured
by the relative gontribution of the variable to a mathematical function
~ which predicted accurately the classification of a sch601~dist;ict into
either the high or low productivity group.

The froductivity of a school district was defined by the amount
of student performance realized for a given level of‘fxpenditure. Stu-
dent performance was measured by the median district reading achieve-
ment raw score accomplished by fifth grade pupils on the Metropolitan
Achievement Test in the fall of 1970. The level of expenditure was
measured by the total current expense money for the 1969-70 school year.
Current expense was defined in the traditional sense of expenses
for administration, instruction, plant operation, maintenance, aux-
iliary ser&ices, and fixed charges. Debt service, capital outlay,and
transportation were excluded. The pér pupil current expenditure was
calculated by dividing the total current expense of a district by the

average daily membership for the 1969-70 school year.
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The median district reading achieveﬁent raw score was related to
district per pupil current expenditure by forming a regression line.
This line represented the amount of achievement which could be ex-
pected for a given level of district expenditure. The regression line
was defined as average productivitv.

High prodﬁctivity districts were those which achieved at a higher
level than could be expected for their level of expenditure. Low
productivity districts were those which achicved at a lower level than
expected for their level of expénditure. Both groups of districts were
identified, when listed graphically, as the districts which fell
respectively above and below the reqgression line.

Research Analysis. Step-wise discriminant analysis was used to

determine the variables associated with productivity. Two dis-
.criminant functions, or groups of ﬁredictor variables with their re-
lated weights for prediction, were developed. One function was a
composite which included both socio-eqonomic and iﬁ-school variables.
The other discriminant function included only in-school variables or
those variables over whicli the school district.had some control.
The BMBO7M Step-Wise Discriminant Analysis Program from the
Biomedica{ Computer Program Package was used to develop the discriminants.
The percent of districts actually classified into one of the two

productivity groups (h;gh or low productivity) was calculated, and
further statistical analysis was performed to ascertain the percent of
variation between the two productivity groups which could be acbountéd
for by each of the discriminant functions.
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Review of Related Research. The researcher provided a some-

what extensive discussion of factors related to educational output
and variabies associated with student performaece. From the analy-
sis of the researeh the list of in~school and socio-economic and
community variables was developed for the study.

Findings and Conclusions. Economic variables demonstrated

significantly different mecan values between the high productive and
low productive groups. All significant in-school variables had

high correlations with at least some of the socio-economic variables.
A network of inter-correlations existed between the socio-economic
variables. The multiple correlation between the reading achievement
and adult education level, median income, and percent minority
enrollment was .9025,indicating that these three socio-economic
variables were associated with 81 percent of the Yériations in reading
scores.

Median adult education level was the best sirgle predictor of pro-
ductivit?. This single variable classified él percent of the districts;
however, the variable had high correlations with income variables,
median income, and percent of income tax returns above $10,000. The
researcher contended that the relationship between higher educational
attainmenL and higher personal income reflected a community attitude
concerning schools. Districts in.this grouping tended to pay their
teachers better. than average, had a higher percentage of master's

level teachers,; and were employing a lower perceﬂtage of teachers with

less than four years of preparation. They also had higher achievement,
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higher percentage of post high school education, lower dropout rate,

and better attendance. These findings are supﬁortive ¢f the recent
literature &hich indicates that better education leads to better income, .
a higher standard of living, and higher aspirations for educational
attainment among children. The researcher indicated that, if mﬁti-
vational level affects educational éttainment, programs should be de-
signed which raise the motivational level.

In-school variables are related with socio-economic variables, but
problems arce encountered when attempts are made to credit a given amount
of variation to a single‘variable. Thé analyses related to meaﬁ teacher
salary, percentage of teachers with less than four years of training, and
percentage of teachers with a master's degree or higher showed a.siq-
nificant éifference between the mean values of high productive and low
productive distriéts. The researcher suggested thag‘consideration be
given to funding programs which would attract ﬁore skilled teachers to
the lower achievement areas.

The multiple correlation between the reading scores and the four in-~
school variables-~advanced preparation of teachers, average class size,
teache¥ preparation, and teacher experience--was .81913. This level of
significance means that 67 percent of the variation in reading scores
was associéted with these in-school factors. Teacher experience was
found to be significantly correlated with favorable deviations in readipg

scores from the level of performénce which would be expected from the

socio-economic characteristics of the district.
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Attendance was not a predictor variable primarily due to its inter-
relatedness with other variables; however, a statistical}y significant
difference éid e#ist between the high and the low groups. The re-
searcher suggested that consideration be given to hodifications in
funding programs which would encourage pupil attendance.

Critigque. The general findings of this study were relativel?
similar to other national studies in the area. Points of difference were
related to the opportunities for policy level intervention which would
encourage school diétricts to hire teachers with higher levels of train-
ing and experience. The data also ipdicated that average class size
was positively correclated with higher levels of achievement. As.an
exploratory study this research effort has revealed some very inter-
esting findings. Further research in this area is necded to identify
procedures through which positive effects could be mg?e upon achieve-

ment through modifications in school funding programs.

Summary of Findings and Recommendations

This portion'of the general study was prepared by tﬁe NEFP Central
staff and consisted of a description of the current state program,
summaries of each of the technical studies, and the recommendations of
the NEFP Cgntral Staff. A rather exhaustiQe analysis of the current
state program was pxeﬁented.

The discussion of the procédures for assessing property in Delaware
reveéled that the upgrading of assessments apparently occurs ohiy when

new information is available through property ownership changes (sales)
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or new construction or additions (building permits). Unless property
has been subjected to a complete reevaluation, there seem to be no

procedures for reevaluating property.

Summary of Special Studies. Rathef than being a comprehensive
summary of the.special studies, the principal findings or conclusions
of each study were presented. A consistent pattern was not followed
among the studies, for data were presented in some instances and only
conclusions were presented in othe;s.

Evaluation of Delaware's Current Program. The Delaware provisions

for financing the public séhools were evaluated in terms of:

1. Extent to which the school finance plan equalizes educational

opportunities'within the state

2. The relative progressivity of the tax structure

3. The exfent to Whicthelaware}s provisions for financing meet

the criteria for evaluating school finance programs developed
by the. NEFP.

The extent of equalization within the state was measurediby a scale
developed during Phase I of the NEFP. Under this scale Delaware ranked
relatively high, niﬁth from the top in 1968-69. The data for Delaware
were updat?d to reflect 1971-72 revenues, but state-by-state'compérisons
could not lie made.

The relative progressivity of the tax structure was also measured

" by a scale developed by the NEFP during Phase I. In the progressivity
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of its tax structure Delaware ranked fifth from the top with a score of
25.3 for state taxes. Delaware's high ranking on the relative

1
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! §
'progressivity of its school revenues is due to the state's providing a

higher percentage of school revenue from state sources than most states.

On the.subjective critéria used to evaluate a state's provisions
for school financing, Delaware was in a relatively favorable position
on most criterie.

Recommendations. The general thrust of the recommendations was to

move toward greater state assumption of the cost of education. The
survey staff recommended crmplete fiscal neutrality in school funding.
Full state funding was recommended with the exception of a provision
which would permit additional local reeenue at the option of the citizens
in the respective districts. These optional additional funds were to

be percentage equalized as state funds, bﬁt were to be limited to not
more than 10 percent of the total state funds a district would receive.
This optional local leeway would provide funds for eﬁperimentation and
innovation or for additional personnel and supplies beyond that provided
in the regular state program.

Critique. Rathe; than recommending a comprehensive restructuring
of the state school sugport program in Delaware; the study recom-
mendations basically call for an updating aﬁd improvemept of the
present system. The egsential difference was that the recommendations
did cali'fer complete fiscal_neutrality with a percentage eqﬁalizing
provision which would require that state fueds be provided in re-
lationship to éﬁe level of effort being made in the district and the

district's local wealth.
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The gener;l form#i uf the Summary was designed to permit this
section to stand independently of the total study so that it could be
distributed ;nd would -contain sufficient information fpr the reader to
have an understénding of the study's componentsvas well as a detailed
report of the recommendations. The section meets these criteria

and appears to have been well received by the Department of Public

Instruction and the local school district superintendents.
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DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

In all components except two--programmatic cost differentials
and school food service--virtually all data ﬁsed in the research
study were available in published form from state sources. The re-
searcher responsible for the school food service program did prepare
an instrument which was distributed to the local school districts;
however, much of the information in the final report was available
in published form from the Department of Public Instruction. Research-
ers assuming responsibility for the programmatic cost differentials
component relied heavily on data provided b§ local school districts.
In tﬁe absence of a comprehensive management information systém in-
cluding pupil personnel data as well as fiscal accounting information
in a programmatic format, the researchers had no other option except
to secure data on questionnaire data gathering instruments and convert
fﬁnctional accounting reports into a program accounting format.

Since diffarent people completed the forms in each local school
district, éuestions of validity and reliability can obviously be raised.
The principal bibliographical sources used for three research
components are contained in the Appendices. Appendix A contains tpe

references for the state and local taxation component, Appendix B

the references for the school personnel component, and Appendix C the

references for the school construction component.
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Data Items and Sources

Data f?r the educational need and cost differentials component
were not as readily available from state sources, and the principal
portion of the data had to be secured from local school districts.
Data requirements for this component are listed in Table 5. As
accounting procedures are changed and local school districts submit
reports to the state in program accounting formats, broblems related
.to availability of these data will diminish considerably.

The Division of Urban Affaifs, University of Delaware has pub-
lished a survey of revenues of state and local governments for the state;
the publication used in this report was released in 1972. This source
was heavily relied upon in the analysis of state and local taxation.
The study by Professor John Due of the University of Illinois re-

ported in Economic Factors Affecting the Financing pf Education, Volume

2 of the National Educational Finance Project, was also used extensively
in the analysis of the revenue conditions in Delaware. As indicated in

Table 6,. Survey of Current Business, a publication of the U.S. De-

partment of Commerce, and Sales Management were the primary sources

used in comparing Delaware with the nation on five fiscal capacity

measures.
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TABLE 5. TOPIC AND SOURCE OF BASIC DATA ﬁSED IN PROGRAMMATIC COST
DIFFERENTIALS COMPONENT '

DATA : SOURCE

Educational Programs Provided by Each Department of Public Instruction
School District in Delaware

Number of Full Time Equivalent Pupils Local School Districts
and Cost for Each Program

Regular Prcgrams, Grades 1-12 Local School Districts
Preschool Program . Local School Districts
Educable Mentally Retarded, ' Local School Districts

Elementary and Secondary

Trainable Mentally Retarded, A Local school Districts
Elementary and Secondary

Orthopedically Handicapped, Local School Districts
Elementary and Secondary

Blind and Partially Sighted, - Local School Districts
Elementary and Secondary

Impaired Hearing, Elementary Local School Districts
ana Secondary

Emoticnally Maladjusted, iocal School Districts
Elementary and Secondary

Learning Disabiljtigs, Local School Distriuts
Elementary and Secondary

Vocational-Technica% Education Local School Districts

Ve

Compensatory Education Programs Local School Districts
Homebound and Supportive Local School Districts

Educational Services
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TABLE 6. TOPIC AND SOURCE OF BASIC DATA USED IN STATE AND LOCAL

TAXATION COMPONENT

DATA

SOURCE

Types of Taxes and Jurisdictions
Levying Them to Individuals

Types of Non-Tax Revenue Received
by Levels of Government

Per Capita Personal Income for
Delaware and the Nation

Per Household Effective Buying
Income for Delaware and the

Natien

Per Capita Effective Buying Income
for Delaware and the Nation

Per Capita Retail Sales for Delaware
and the Nation

Per Household Retail Sales for
Delaware and the Nation

Revenue Per Pupil in ADM for Delaware
School Districts-

Basic State Program Revenue
'State Special Purpusz Revenue
Local Revenue

Federal Revenue
L]

University of Delaware
University of Delaware

U.S. Department of Commerce,
survey of Current Business

Sales Management

Sales Management

Sales Management

Sales Management

Department of Public Instruction

Department of Public Instruction

Department of Public Instruction
Department of Public Instruction

Department of Public Instruction
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Efforts to secure district-by-district data related to cost
of delivering education or cost of living variatiops were apparently
unsuccessfui. Ag shown in Table 7 the data used in this research
component were those typically found in reports of state education
agencies,with the exception of limited material from the Delaware
State Planning Office and the state's Department éf Labor. These
agencies provided information relatcd to family income and wage rates.
Information related to rental rates for housing and average value of
housing was obtained from an independent research agency. Even though
several data sources were used in this component, tihere is a general
dearth of information which can be used in identifying cost of living

- variations among school districts within a state.

As suggested by the number of items in Table 8, research cfforts
of the persénnel cemponent can best be characterized‘?s exhaustive. The
table indicates that the Department of Public Instruction was the source
for virtually all of the data, but éome of these state education agency
reports had drawn heavily from reports from the National Education
Association‘and other national soufces. This component was possibly the
most comprehensive of the various studies, but questions concerning the

relevance of the data to the final report and possible action alter-

‘N
natives may be raised.
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TABLE 7. TOPIC AND SOURCE OF BASIC DATA USED IN COST OF DELIVERING

ERDUCATION COMPONENT

DATA

SOURCE

Income of Families in Dg¢laware for
1959 and 1969

Mean Family Tncome, 1969 by Census
County Division

Number and Percent of Total Families
Living Below Poverty Level 1969
by Census County Division

Median Earnings by Occupational
Group for the State and Each County

Building Construction Labor Cost by
Craft for Each County

Average-Value'of Housihg for each School
District

Average Monthly Rent for Each School
District

School District Enrollment for Grades
K-12 (9-30-72)

Full Value of Real Estate for )ach
District

Average Daily Membership Current
Expenses, by Functional Category,
(1970-71) for Each District

Tax Rate in Each District for Current
Expense on $100.00 of Full Value of
Real Estate for 1970-71

Number o# Transported Pupils Per Square
Mile for Each District

Per Pupil Cost of Transportation for
Each District

Delaware State Planning Office

Delaware State Planning Office

Delaware State Planning Office

Delaware State Planning Office

Department of Labor, State of
Delaware

Meslat Research, Inc.- Social
Indicators Report

Meslat Research, Inc.- Social
Indicafors Report

Department of Public Instruction
Department of Public Instruction

Departnent of Public Instruction
Department of Public Instruction

Department of Public Instruction

Department of Public Instruction




TABLE 8., TOPIC AND SOURCE OF BASIC DATA USED IN PUBLIC SCHOOL
PERSONNEL COMPONENT.

DATA ' SOURCE

Selected Delaware Data for 1966-67, .
1967-68, 1969-70, and 1970-7}

K-12 Average Daily Membership Department of Public Instruction
Number of Persons Serving in Department of Public Instruction
Instructional and Administrative
Positions
Number of Administrative Units Department of Public Instruction
Nunkser of Buildings " Department of Public Instruction
Current Expenditures ) Department of Public Instruction
Capital Outlay .and Debt Service Department of Public Instruction
Expenditures :
‘Other Expenditures Department of Public Instruction
Total Expenditures Departmgnt of Public Instruction
Local District Salary Expenditures Deparument of Public Instruction

for Instructional and Admin-
istrative Personnel

Local District Average Salaries for Department of Public Instruction
Instructional and rLiministrative
Personnel
Per Pupil Cost (current ADM) Department of Public Instruction
Bonded +Debt Deparfment of Public Instruction

Delaware's Rank Among the 50 States
for Years 1961, 1966, and 1971

‘Estimated School Age Population Dipartment of Public Instruction
{5-17) _

Total Population ' . Department of Public Instruction
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Public Elementary and Secondary
Schools

TABLE 8. {Continued)

DATA SOURCE

Percent of Population Age 65 or Department of Public Instruction
Over

Percent of Population Classified bepartment of Public Instruction
As Urban

Public School Fall Enrollments Department of Public Instruction

Estimated Average Salary for Departrent of Public Instruction
All Teachers in Public Schools

Estiméted Average Salary of Department of Public Instruction
Instructional Personnel in ’
Public Schools

Median School Years Completed Department of Public Instruction
by Persons 25 vYears and Older

Per Capita Personal Income Department of Public Instruction

Revenue for Public Elementary Departméﬁt of Public Instruction
and Secondary Schools From Local ’
Sources

Revenue for Public Elementary and’ Department of Public Instruction
Secondary Schools From State
Sources

Revenue for Public Elementary and Department of Public Instruction
Secondary Schools From Federal
Sources '

Per State Expenditures for aAll Department of Public Instruction
Education

Per Capita Current Expenditures for Department of Public Instruction

Number of Classroom Teachers in Delaware Department of Public Instruction

by becade from 1930 to 1970.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 8. (Continued}
DATA SOURCE
Average Salaries for Classroom Teachers Department of Public Instruction
in Delaware by Decade From 1930 to
1970
Comparative Profile of Public Education Department of Public Instruction
in Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey,
and Pennsylvania, and National Totals
Estimates of Total Population, 1970 Department of Public Instruction
Percent of Change in Total Population Department of Public Instruction
1960-70
Estimated School Age Population, July Department of Public Instruction
1, 1971 .
Number of Basic Administrative Units, Department of Public Instruction
1971-72
Public School Enrollment, Fall, 1971 Departmgnt of Public Instruction.
Total Instructional Staff (Full-time Department of Public Instruction
Equivalency in Public Schools), '
October 1970
Pupil/Teacher Ratio in Public Elementa~ Department of Public Instruction
ry and Secondary Schools, Fall, 1970
. Estimated Average 5alary for All" Department of Public Instruction
Teachers in Public Schools, 1971-72
Percent of Public School Teachers Department of Public instruction
Paid $9,600 or More, 1971-72
Estimated Average Salary of In- Department of Public Instruction
structional Staff in Public Schools, : ' o
1971-72
Peircent Increase in Instructional Department of Public Instruction

Salaries, 1961-62 to 1971-72
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{Continued)

DATA

SOURCE

-Percent Increase in Instructional
Staff Salaries, 1970-71 tx.
1971-72

Percent Increase in Number of High
School Graduates, 1965-1966 to

1970-71

Per Capita Personal Income, 1970

Public School Revenue Receipts
Per Pupil in ADA, 1971-72

Revenue for Public Elementary and
Secondary Schools From Local
Sources, 1971~72

Estimated Percent of Revenue for
Puklic Elementary and Secondary
Schools From State Sources, 1971-72

Estimated Percent of Revenue for
Public Elementary and Secondary
Schools from Federal Sources,
1971-72

Per Capita State Expenditures for
All Education, 1970

Estimated Current Expenditures for
Public Elementary and Secondary
Schools Per Pupil in ADA, 1971-72

*

Percent Increase in Estimated Ex-
penditures for Pupil ADA, 1961-62
to 1971-72

Current Expenditure Per Pupil in
ApM, 1971-72

Department of Public

Department

Department

Department

Depar tment

‘Department

P

Department

Department

Department

Débartment,

Department

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

Public

Public

Public

Public
Public
Public
Public
Pubiic
Public

Publig

Instruction

Instruction

Instruction

Instruction

Instruction

Instruction

Instruction

Instruction

Instruction

Instruction

Instruction
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TABLE 8. (Continued)
DATA SOURCE
Beginning Teacher Salaries for Department of Public Instruction
Each District in Delaware, 1971- 72
Per Pupil Expehditures fox Each Department of Public Instruction
Administrative Unit in Delaware, S
1970-71
Number of Pupils in Each District Department of Public Instruction
in Grades K-1# for Fall, 1971
Average Teacher Salary in Each Department of Public Instruction
District, 1970-71
Salaries for Delaware Public School Department of Public Instruction
Professional Personnel, 1970-71
{From State Sources and Federal
Sources)
Administrative Personnel Department of Public Instruction
. * -
Instruction-Classroom Teachers Department of Public Instruction
‘Other Instructional Pergonnel Department of Public Instruction
Attendants and Social Workers Department of Public Instruction
Health Service Personnel Department of Public Instruction
Educational Personnel in Delaware Department of Public Instruction
Public Schools by Position --
Number and Total Salaries, 1970—71
Administrative Personnel Department of Public Instruction
Classrcom Teachers Department of Public Instruction
Other Instructional Personnel Department of Public Instzuction
ttendants and Social Workers Department of Public Instruction
Department of fublic Instruction

Health Service Perspnnel

RIC . .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 8. (Continued)
DATA SOURCE
Supply of Educational Personnel in Department of Public Instruction
Delaware for 1971-72 (New and 0ld
Employees)
Without Prewvious Education Ex- Department of Public Instruction
perience’
Reentering Education Department of Public Instruction
Transfers from Outside Delaware Department of Public Instruction
Transfers from Other Districts Department of Public Instruction
in Delaware ‘
Pesition Vacancies and Applicants Department of Public Instruction
by Teacher Assignment Category,
1971-72 to 1972-73 School Year
Elementary Perscnnel by Area of Department of Public Instruction
zssignment .
Secondary Personnel by Area of Department of Public Instru;tioﬁ
Assignment ‘
Ungraded Personnel by Area of Department of Public Instruction
Assignment :
Special Assignment Teachers by Department of Public Instruction
Area ‘
States Where Professional Personnel Department of Public Instruction
Received Bachelors Degree
- . . R
Administrative Personnel Department of Public Instruction
Classroom Teachers Depar’mernt of Public Instruction
(*ther Instructional Personnel Depaftment‘of Fublic Instruction
Department of Instruction

Attendants and Sociai ¥orkers

Public
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(Continued)

TABLE 8.
DATA SOURCE
Health Service Personnel Department of Public Instruction
Occupational Status of Delaware Department of Public Instruction
Graduates in Education by Year from
1966 to 1971
Number of Graduates Department of Public Instruction
Number of Graduates in T@achlng Department of Public Instriction
Positions -
Number of Graduates Not in Teachlng Department of Public Instruction
Positions
Graduates Teaching in Delaware Department of Public Instruction
Graduates Teaching Outside Department of Public Instruction
Delaware
Graduates from the University of Department of Public Instruction
‘Delaware and Delaware State College by - '
Subject Area Trzined in Delaware and -
Teaching in Delaware
New Professional Education Certificates Department of Public Instruction

Issued in Delaware by Year from 1963-64
to 1970-71
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The school facilities secti&n in the Department of Public In-
struction was able to provide the range of data required for the
"Financing échool Construction" component. As Shown in Table 9, the
state edugation agency furnished historical data as well aé planning
data. This range of.information was invaluable in assisting the re-
searchers as they anaiyzed ﬁhe pasi patterns and projected the future
needs of the state. {The assumption should not be made that this
condition is typical, for the quantity and quility of Delaw.re's data
i; much greater than in most sta;es.)'

Projections of pupil tranqurtatiﬁn program needs Wére also
available from existing’state reports. The Department of Public In-
.structiis was the primary sonr-e for the data listed in Table-10;> The
resecarchar respsﬁsible-for the transportation componént conducted in-
depgnﬂent research for ﬁhe purpose ¢f comparing Delaware's program
with other states. Sources for the data from the other states were not
listed in the'technical report, but data‘for.the "unidentified"” states
in all likelihood were secured from the.state edaéation agencies»in,
the respeet;vé states. ‘k o

Required réports submitted ky local school districts and sum—
marized by the.Depaftment of Public Iﬁsfruction provided virtually all
. of the infgrmatiqn used in the school.food'service component.’ The
'iist of data itéms is gontained in Table li. Questionnaires were used

to secure data from local school districts.
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TABLE 9.
CONSTRUCTION IN DELAWARE COMPONENT

TOPIC AND SOURCE OF BASIC DATA USED IN FINANCING SCHOOL

Assessed Value and Full Value cof
Real Estate and Capitaticn Tax,
1972-73

DATA SOURCE

Expenditures for School Buildings, Site, Department of Public Instruction
and Equipment for Delaware, 1964-¢€4
to 1970-71

School Building Project Authorization, Fis- Department of Public Instruction
cal 1967 Through Fiscal 1972 .

Number of Delaware Pupils by District Department of Public Instruction
Grouped According to Number Housed
in Buildings Occupied Before 1950 and

Buildings Constructed After 1950

Total Outstanding Debt of the State of Department of Public Instruction
Delaware for the State Share of

Scheool Construction

Scheduled Final Payments on Existing Department of Public Instruction
Outstanding Debt from 1971 Through 1991

School Bond Principal and Interest Pay- Departmeyt of Public Instruction
ments from 1956-67 to 1970-71 :

Local Bonded Debt for School Buiiding Department of Public Instruction
Murposes (Total and Per Pupil)

Assessed Valuation for Each Delaware Department of Public Instruction
School District, 1970-71 :

Bonded Debt Potential for Each Department of Public Instruction
2laware School District, 1970-71

Bonded Debt Outstanding for Each Department of Public Instruction
Delaware Stchool District, 1970-71

Debt Service :Principal Retirement Plus Department of Public Instruction
Interest} for Delaware School Districts,

.1963-64 to 1970-71) ‘

Debt Service Tax Rates per $100.00 on Department of Public Instruction
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TABLE 9. (Continued)

DATA

SCURCE

Projected Enrollment for Delaware
School Districts for 1975

Projected Plant Capacity for Delaware -
School Districts for 1972

Projected Enrollment for Delaware School
Districts, 1975-80

State and local Appropriations for
Minor Capital Improvements, 10963-71

Department of Public

Department of Public

Department of Public

Department of Public

Instruction
Instruction
Instruction

Instruction
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TABLE 10. TOPIC AND SOURCE OF BASIC DATA-USED IN PUPIL TRANSPORTATION
PROGRAM COMPONENT
DATA SOURCE
Number of Public School Children Department of Public Instruction
Transported by County, 1968-69 to
1971-72
Total Nonpublic School Children Department of Public Instruction
Transported, 1968-69 to 1971-72
Public School Students Transported, Department of Public Instruction
by Category, 1968-69 to 1971-72
Regular Public School Children Department of Public Instruction
Special Public School Children Departitent of Public Instruction
Voch-Tech fublic School Children Department of Public-Instruction
Punhlic School Enrollments by County, Depzrtment of Public Instruction
19%8-69 to 1971-72
Nonpublic School Enrollments, 1968-69 Departmgnt of Public Instruction.
to 1971-72
Number of Public and Nonpublic Children Department of Public Instruction
‘Transported, 1968-69 to 1971-72 ‘
bredicted Public School Enrollments, Department of Public Instruction
1973-74 to 1976-77 o~
Projected Number cf Transported Public Department of Public Instruction
and Nonpublic School Children, 1973-74
to 1976-77
Public Schotl Transportation Expenditures, Department of Public Instruction
by County, 1968-69 to 1971-72 ' '
Nonpublic Pupil Transportation Cost, Department of Public Instruction
1968-69 to 1971-72
Combined Public and Nonpublic State Department of Public Instruction

Transportation Costs, 1968-69 to
1971-72 .

i
§
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{Continued)

DATA

SOURCE

State Reimbursement for Local School
Transportation Operation

Fixed Charges Reimbursement
Operation Allowances Reimbursement

Administrative Allowances
Reimbursement

Reimbursement for Contract
Zransportation Operations

ilepreciation Costs
Fixed Charges Reimbursement
Operation Allowance Reimbursement

Administrafive Allowance
Reimbursement

Reimbursement Provisions for Non-
public Schools, Public Carriers,
and Private Autos

Public Transportation Costs in Delaware
and Selected States

Cost Per Pupil Per Year
Cost Per Mile

Cost Per Pupil by a School
District, 1971-72

Transported Pupils Per Square Mile
by School District, 1971-72

Deéartment of Public

Department of Puwlic
Department of Public

Department of Public
Department of Public

Department of Public
Department of Public
Department of Public

Department of Public

-- K

Department of Public

Independent Research

Independent Resiarch

Instruction

Instruction
Instruction

Instruction
Instruction

Instruction
Instruction
Instruction

Instfuction

Instruction

Independent Research -

Independent Research

Independent Research
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TABLE 11. TOPIC AND SOURCE OF BASIC DATA.USED IN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE
PROGRAMS COMPONENT. '

DATA ' ' SOURCE

Federal Funds for School Food Department of Public Instruction
Service Programs, 1971-72 -

Lunch ' . Department of Public Instruction
Breakfast _ ' .Deparfment of Public Instruction
Special Milk : ‘ Departﬁent of Public Instruction

Non-food Aésisténce . Department of Public Inétructién

SFPé (day care) ‘ A .Department of Public Instruction
School Lunch Income, 1971-72 : Departmeﬁf of Public Instruction

Child Payments " Department of Pubiic Instruction

'~ Federal Payments o Deparfﬁené of Public Instruction

State Payment$ ' . Departmeﬁt of Public Instruction

: - .

Other Sources : - . . Department of Public Instruction
Schoeol Lunch Program Expeﬁditures, " Department of Public Instruction
"1971-72 '

Fooé Eiﬁenditures» - Department of Public Ihétructidn

Labor Expenditures N . bepéftment of Pubiic{Instructiqn

Other Expenditures _ Depariment of Public Instruction
School Lunch Program Data by Department <¢f Public I;struction'
District ) '

Number of schools Sérving Lunch VDepartment of Public Instruction

Average_Saily Attendénce . : | Depart$ent of Public Instruction

. Average Daily Participation Department of‘Public'Instrﬁction
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TABLE 11. (Continued)

DATA SOURCE
Number of Free and Reduced Price - Department of Public Instruction
Lunches '
Breakfast Program by District Department of Public Instruction
Number of Schools Serving Department of Public Instruction
Breakfast ’
ADA Departmeht of Public Instruction
Department of Public Instruction

Average Daily Participation

[



u.s. Ccnsus data and Department of Puhlic Instruction sources
furnished most of the detailed information required for the school
district productiviiy component. In Table 12, the cnly additional source
for data; beyond these two, was the National Educational Finance
Project's publicatinn on personal income by school district. This
source was derived from data secured from th» United States Office of
Education and the Internal) Revenue Service. |

As indicated in Table 13, all data used in the "Summary and
Recommendations" were available from Department of Public Instruction
sources. Some of these items were duplications of those used in the
various research components, hut the type of utilization was different
and thé focus was on the.total study rather than one independent

research component.

-~ &

Data Gathering Procedures -
The great majority of the data was availabie-in'published reports
from the Department of Public Instruction; the principal exception was in
the programmatic cost diffefentials component. In this instance data
forms were forwarded to local school districts to sécure proc:ssammatic
expend;ture information for development of cost differentials and

indices.
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TABLE 12.
PRODUCTIVITY COMPONENT

TOPIC AND SOURCE OF BASIC DATA USED IN SCHOOL DISTRICT

DATA SOURCE

Mean Annual Teachers Salary for Each Department of Public Instruction
School District

Beginning Teachers Salary for Teachers Departmentvof Public Instruction
With a Bachelors Degree '

Percent of Teachers With Less Than Department of Public Instruction
4 Years.Training :

Percent of Teachers With at Least’ Department of Public Instruction
Masters Degree

Ratio of Pupils in ADM to the Number of Department of Public Instruction
Certified Won-teaching Fersonnel

Ratio of Pupils in ADM to the Number of Department of Public Instruction
of Classroom Teachers :

Mean Yecars of Experience of District Department of Public Irztruction
Teachers v :

Ratio ¢f Local School Revenue Per Pupil Department of Public Instruction
to Adjusted Gross' In:iome Per Pupil

Percent of Total Current Expenditures Department of Public Instruction

Funded for Instruction

Median Years of Schooling of Adult
Population

Percentag- df Pupils Eligible for Title
I Instruction under ESEA

Percentage of Pupil Enrollment That is
Nonwhite, Spanish Speaking, Oriental,
or American Indian

Percent of Dropouts

Department
Census

Department

Department

Department

of Commexce, U.S.

of -Public

of Public

of Public

Instruction

Instruction

Instruction
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TABLE 12. (Continued)

DATA SOURCE
Median Income for Families Within ‘ Department of Commerce, U.S.
School District Census
Percent of Family in Unrelated Income, Department of Commerce, U.S.
as Reported in 1970 Federal Census Census

That was Below $3,000

Percent of Family in Unrelated Income, Department of Commerce, U.S.
as Reported in 1970 Federal CenSUS Census
That was Above $10, 000

Percent of Graduates Receiving Post Department o7 Public Instruction
High Schocl Education or Training

Percentage of Gross Income Less Than National Educational Flnance
$3,000 Project

Percentage of Gross Income Over $10,000 National Educat10na1 Finance
' Pro;ect

Median Reading Achlevement Test ‘Raw Scores Departmen€ of Public Instruction
On a District Basis
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. TABLE 13.
AND RECOMMENDATIONS COMPONENT

TOPIC AND SOURCE OF BASIC DATA USED IN SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

DATA

Rever e Receipts 1971-72

Si:ate Funds for the Public Schools
1971-72 :

Federal Funds for_the Public Schools
1971-72 :

Revenue Receipts from Local Sources
1971-72

Revenue Receipts Per Pupil (ADA) by
Pistrict, 1971-72

Current Expenditures by District for
Schools and Community Service

Current Expenditures by the State for
Insurance, Social Securlty, Pens1ons,
and Blue Cross

Debt Service by Local School Districts

Debt Service by State for School
Bonds

Outgoing Transfer Payments

Capital Outlay Expend;tures from
Revenue Receipts '

Summary of Current Expenses of School
Districts, ,1971-72

Full Valuation Per Pupil Enrolled by
School District

Tax Rate Based on Full Valuation by School

District

Department

Department
Department
Department
Department

Department

. Department

Department

Department

Department

Department

Department

Department

Department

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

Public

Public
Public
Public
Pukiic
Public
Public
Pub;ic
Public

Public

Public-

¢ public

Public

Publis

Instruction

Instruetion
Instructior_
Instruction
Instruction
Instruction
Instruction
Insrruction
Instruction

Instruction

Instruction
Instruction
Instruction

Instruction
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Neither researchers responsiblg\for<individual study components
nor mémbers~of the NEFP Central Staff found it necessary to visit
individual school districts for data gathering purposes. If data were
required from local districts, reporting forms were prepared and
Department of Public Instruction personnel forwarded the forms to
loEal districts with instructions that thé forms be refurned to the
department. With the lével of involvement‘and‘support from the De-
partment of Public Iﬁstruction, the entire.study carried a much more
"official" status than would havé been. the Ease if each résearcher

individually had contacted local districts.

Data Applications and Displays
Only limited statiétical analysis was.used in th; various re=.
search components. Typically, simple st;aight line projections were
. .a
used to predict future conditions. The school district productivity
was the only component in which refined stitistical approaches were
used. |
Research techniques utilized in the school district productivity
component were_somewhat‘unique and have been used only in the NEFP
research efforts. Median dist:ict reaaing achievement raw score was
related to Higtrict per pupil current expenditure‘through‘a regression
line. This 1ine was used fo indicate the amount of achievement which
could be "expected" for a given lavel of aistriEt e#penditure. By using
this regression line of "averagevproductivify", high and low pro-
QO ctivity districts were identified.

S

IText Provided by ERIC
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Step-wise discriminant analysis was then used to determine the
variables associated with productivity. Two discriminant functions,
or groups of predictor variables with related weights, were developed.
One was a composite which included both socio-economic and_in-scheal
variables. The other function included oply in-school variables or
those over which the school had some control.

The Step-Wise Discriminantzhnalysis Program from the Biomédical
Computer Program: Package was uée& imkthe statistical application.
This research technique has considerable potential in providing for
depth 2nalysis of achievement énd expenditures with appropriate weights
being assigned for sécio-economic and in-school variables.
| Fiscal policy makers can have little impact‘on socio-economic
variables, but there is the distinct possibility that research relating
to the in-school variables may prpvide'insights into poésible mod-

- 2

ifications which can be made in state school support programs. For

,example, fiscal policy-makers may identify possible manipulations

which may be made in in-school vari;bles to increase productivity.
As a surQey résearch effort designed to be 6f direét benefit to a
. . . :
broid range of potential consumers concerned with possible changesv
ih state school support fiscal policies, the intent pf the study was

not 5 perform highly sophisticated statistical anaiyses of data, but

was to discuss, analyze, and present data in an easily understandable

form. Typical data analyses included arithmatic means, indices, ranks,

ratios, and percentages. These ajgproaches provided the researchers

with sufficient insight to make the necessary observations, conclusions,

’/ .
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and recommendations. Potential consgmefs should have little difficulty
in underétanaing and interpreting the studies.

Tabular presentatioﬁ was the common method used in displaying
the -data in the various research components.. In some instances bar
graphs were used to present data when this approaéh would make the
inférmation more understandable to the reader. (The basic assumption
in the presenfation of the data appeared to be thaf the reports were

beihg prepared for lay readers and policy makers rather than theoretical

researchers.)

—_—



92

DEVELOPMENT OF THE FINAL REPORT

The structure of the study of public elementary and secondary

" schools in Delaware contributed to a higher level of objectivity in

the formulation of the final recommendations‘than in studies conducted
under different conditions. Responsibility -for fo?mulating final
recommendations rested solely witi: the NEFP Centrai Staff, and no'in—
state group or agency had réview or approva;faqthority.‘ The NEFP .
Ceﬁtral Staff maintained a high level of profesgional iﬁdependque
throughout the study.

Several meetings were held with the‘Commissioner of Education and
his staff and also with superintendents from loc~1 séhool districts,
but these meetings were conducted to obtain an.initial critique of
the ovérafl‘stugy dgsign and secure input and reactions ét various
stages of the study. Throughout the study an indepéndent posturc was

maintained, and all parties understood that the NEFP Central Staff

- .

was fesponsible for preparing a set of recommendations which reflected

the staff's best professional judgment based upon the findings and -~

.recommendations of the technical components and the staff's expertise

and experience. ) '

(IS ' ' ' t
Initial Efforts )

The process used in the development of‘fhe final report involvad

-~

several sequential steps. First, the researchers responsible for

< : S ‘
the various research components presented ‘recommendations or conclusions
in the latter section of their formal report. These were synthesized

by the NEFP Central Staff to determine points of conflict or overlap.



{,"

93

VOnbsome occasions é component report was edited to eliminate superfluous
material and conmments unrelated to the central thrust of the study.
The technical researchers were requested to present alternatives ratler
than a single recommendation; this apprdach reduced the possibility of
direct conflict between the final recommendations of the study and
those presented in the various technical components. Following review
and editing by the central st;ff, the reports were retyped for inclusion
in the final document submitted to the-Commissioner of Education and
the Delawére State Board of Educa’ion.

As a second step in the formulation of recommendations, meﬁbers
of the NEFP Central Staff reviewed the findings and recommendaﬁions of
the various research compoﬁents to identify major areas of concern.
When these had been isplated the study coordinator discussed théﬁ in ar
general fashion with the Commissioner of Education,”feyAmemberé of his
staff, and the superintendents from local school districts. After
securing their reactions, the NEFP Central .Staff analyzed their reactiocons
to identify points'of conflict or possible areas of omission in the
technical components. Concurrently with the technical studies being
conducted by the resea;chers responsible for the individual components,
memberé pf.the'NEFP Central Staff also conducted a review and analysis
of the total Delaware state school support program. From this effort
certain areas of concerﬁ were identified which were beyond the scope of

the individual research components. These efforts are reflected in the

first part of the "Surmary and Recommendations" section of the final

report.
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Major Consideraticns

The final step in,the formulation of the recommendations was
completed bj the NEFP Central Staff. By drawing upon the research in
the individual components and the work of fhe cén£ral staff, as well -
as the staff's general expertise, the final fecommendations of the en-
tire study were formulétgg. Certain values and current national move-
ments, as well as the unique factors associated with the structure of
public elementary and secondary education in Delaware, were considered
in the formulation of the final recommendations.

Among the externalities considered in the development of the final
recommendations was the current litigation in the courts which is
questioning the appropriateness of state school support programs which
do not sgek to provide equal access to fiscal resources among school

districts within a state. Concurrent with this interest is the public

-]
'

quest for greater taxpayer relief and a reduction in the degree of reliance

_upon the local property tax as a major source of school revenues.

O

| ' ! . .
Other national movements are related to the degree of state support

for school transportation and capital outlay and debt service programs.
' - i

Nationally, considerable interest is evident in efforts to increase the

level of state support for both of these programs because of the -

. . ] . . . . . . . .
variations 1in their degree of incidence among school districts within

'a $tate. 'For example, one district may transport a significantly

“higher percentage of its pupils than another; therefore, unless the

'

state provides a major pertion of the support for the transportation
R ] : .

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



95

program, tﬁe local district will be required to divert funds from direct
instructional actiQities to prqvide the needed level of service.

In the area of school construction or capital outlay and debt
service, one district may be experiencing a growth in its pupil pop-
ulation and another may have a stable or declining pupil population. One
may have completed its building projects, and another may have a large
percentage of its facilities which are educationally obsolete. Thz net
result is tﬁat the need for capital ontlay and debt service funds will
not be uniform among districts withinlg state, and some observers con-
tend that the state has the responsiﬁility to provide varying levels
of support if the primary aim is to assure adequate housing for the
students and their educational programs.

A further example is reflecéed in the national interest in pro-
viding varying Ievelé of funding for different targetf groups of pupils.
As st&tes assume responsibility for providing educational programs
oriented to the individual needs and occupational goals of all pupils,
the question arises relative to whether or not equai funds for all
pupils will permit the schoai dist?ict to provide the required dif-
fereﬁtiated programs; Research conducted by the NEFP during Phase I,
as well as accepted practice in funding special education and vo-

' .
cational-technical programs, indicates that different dollar amounts
per pupil must be provided if local districts are to havé sufficient

funds to support the variety of programs required to serve the different

interests and needs of the total school population. For this reason,



96

the cost differential component was inclﬁded in the design of the study,
and the fecommendation.was made that these differentials be incorporated
into the.overall.design of the state school support program.

vVarious in-state factors also were considered in the formulation
of the final recommendations. Delaware is a relativély small state in
terms of both school population and square mileé. Differences do exist
among districts, but they are not as extreme as in other states, e.g.,
Delaware has only three counties and twenty-six school districts.
Communication and coordination from the state education agency can be
accomplished much more easily than in a state with several hundred
school districts and 50 to 100 counties. 1In esseﬁcé, the governing struc-
ture for_schools and small size of the state permits the Commissioner of

Education to work more closely with the local superintendents; in fact,

.he meets with them as a group in a virtual cabinet oY administrative

council for the schools of the state.

‘Historically, theé state education agency has been deeply involved
in school facility assessment and planning. The state's information
s§stéﬁ is much more comprehensive ﬁhan one would find in the typical’
state; thergfo;e, gre?ter equity can be achieved by allocating capital
outlay anq debt service support based upon need rather thah usind
distributions based upon the number of pupils or teacher units ir-
respective of the actual variations in need among school district~.

. The same conditions apply to state support for pupil transportation

programs and also the administration of the programs. Delaware's

transportation program is considerably more advanced than in the typical
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state, for thé program curxently is administered on a multi-district
basis with the administrative organization being determined by the
existénee oé pupils to be transported rather than thé Assumed neces-
sity that each district should operate its own transportation program.
With the administrative organization contributing to greater efficiency
in operation, thé state can then determine and recognize "apprbﬁed
costs" in the distribution of funds. the less desirable alternative
.is for. the state to rely upon an arbitrary formula which assumes high
levels of standardization among programs, when in fact, programs

operate under very diverse conditions.

Formulation of the Recommendatioﬂs

Aftex review of this input from the various technical components
‘and the central staff studies and affer consideration of the political
and demographic factors_related to the public elemgﬁiary and secondary
schools in Delaware, the NEFP Central Staff formulated the final rec-
ommendations for submission to the Commissioner of Education and the
Delaware State Board of Education. These recommendations represented a com-
posite of the best érofeséional judgmeht of the experts involved in
the total study. |

Preliminary discussions were held with the Commissioner of Education
and his immediate staff and also with the assembled superintendents.
from local school districts, but the recommendations were prepared by
ths NEFP Centfal Staff and should not be interpreted as representing

the position of either the Commissioner and his staff or the local



98

school supefinéendents or the Citizens' Advisory Committee. If
“trade-offs" or modifications are required to secure enactment of
recommendatiﬁns into statute, that process must come as the recom-
mendations are reviewed and analyzed, for premature assumptiéns were
not made concerning the "political acceptability” of various recom-

mendations as they were being formulated.
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EVALUATION

In viéé of the magnitude of tﬁis study, the evaluafion has been
approached from a variety of pérspectives.- The first is an assessment
of the degree to which the basic objectives were accomplished. The
second is a critique of the research.techniques. A third is concerned
with possible.modifications in the total study effort. The fourth area
constitutes a diséﬁssion of fﬁrther research suggested by the £ota1
study and its individual components. The last section provides some
initial evaiuative input concerning implementation of the study's recom-
mendations. One component of the study, or the total study, could rank
very high in one area and also rank very low in another.

Evaluating the study in terms of its contributiéﬁ to positive
policy changes may be unfair, for the study may be technically sound
but.not fare well on this criterion if no positive ;ﬁhnges could be
associated with the study. _Bringing about positive changes is heaviiy
dependent upon the quality of the dissemination aﬁd *“selling" effortg
which foliow the submission of the study. The relevant question in this
area is the degree to which attempts to generate "grasé roots" supﬁort
have been successful, and thiu may or may not be related to the quality
of the reséarch effort. In fact, the overall design éf this study
4id not incorporate involvement of "décision makers" in any phase;

i
the venture was perceived as a technical research effort to be reported.

to the State Board of Education and thg Cifizens' Advisory Committee.

_ For this reason no attempt will be made to evaluate the study in terms
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of its contriﬁution to changes in school-fiscal funding policies.

Basic Objectives

The basic objectives of the study were to provide the Department
of Public Instfuction, the State Board of Education, and the‘Citizens'
Advisory Cammittee with a‘status report and recommendations for Am—
proving the state schooi support program in.Delaware,;nd to complete this
report in ample time for consideration and translation into modifi-
cations and chgnges in the state‘school support program. In retro-
spect, these objectives were met éhrough completion and submission of
the research componepts and the summary and recommendations. In the
following discussion‘attention will be given to the factors of time,
cost, and agency involvement.

Eimg.. ?he‘impact of the constraints placed on the study by the
-.Department of Public Instruction must be recognized?‘ The time schedule
_of the project requiféd.submission of the final product Qithin a period

of'approximately six months. This constraint made it necessary for
research efforts %o resily heavily‘upon data ‘already available in the
Department of Public Instruction and precluded the possibility of
securing experiﬁental reéearch data from individual schools or class-
rooms. preverﬂ in: terms of the degree to which the basic objectives
were achieved, the timé constrainf did not appear to have been a
hindrance to the study.

All of the studies except "Educational Need and Cost Differentials"

were completed and submitted within the time schedule. Even though.
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mention of the relative value of using the cost differential approach

in funding was included in the summary snd recommendations soction,

the relative contribution of this research component was reduced con-
siderabiy because iﬁslfindings could ﬁot be incorporated into either

the written ér oral reports when they were présented to the Commissioner
of Educatiop, the Citizens' Advisdry‘Committee; and other interested
parties. _Reportedly, logistical and data gathering problems were the
reasons for the delay in receiving tﬁis report.

Cost. Using the criterion of economic-efficiency and comparing the
study process with efforts in cther states, the identifiable dollar
cost in terms of consultan£ éontracts and allocated NEFP budget was
only a.small portion of the level qf funding which.would have been re-
quired if a étate research staff would have conducted the study of if
an independent ageqcy,had contracted for the enfire venture. fhe
‘existence of the NEFP as an operatioﬂal entity and *he research com-
ponent méthod for orgahizing the study werxe the primaiy factors con-.
tributing to the relatively low budget for the total study.

In all fairness, note must be made of the mantime.for the study
gontributed by the Department of Public Instruction and the local school
districéé. No effort ;as made to compute either the approximate man-

, ; .
time or cost provided from these agencies;'however, tﬁe amount may not
have been as great as might be assumed bgcause the resea;chers relied

heavily upon data already in published form in the Department.

Agency Involvement. wWorking relationships with the Department of

Public Instruction appear to have been most satisfactory.: The quantity
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and quality of ‘data beiﬁg maintained in the Department in all like-
lihood were major factors contributing éo the relétive satisfaction

on the part. of all parties. The only excep£ions to the above were

in the food services and educational need and cost differentials:
compénenfs.' In eaéh instance data had to be secured frém local school
”districts, Staff members in. the Department were most cooperative, but
some time délay was e*perienced in distributing and collecting the
data forms which had to be completed by the local school districts.
Evidently} the problems wexre not attitudinal, but_were more related

Ito £he logistical sequence involved in dis%ributing, completing, and
receiving the data forms.

Loqal school district superintendenfs were involved in tﬁe study

at three.points—the preplanning meeting before the study was initiaéeﬂ,
" the progress report session midway during the study,‘and also the

* final report at the conclusion of the study. Informél_discussions with
several local superintendeﬁts and reportslfrom the Commissioner and

his staff indicated thgt the general opin;on of this group was that the
level of involvement had been adequate and that the group'had been

' accorded ample opportunity to provide input for the study.

Relative Success of Study Techniques
The.b;sic intent of the venture was to conduct an interrelated series
{ " of stafus,studies.thrpugh which cér£ain conclusions and recommendations
could be formulated concerning Delaware's state school support prograsi.

In large meésure, thi's goal was achieved. One of the basic problems

is that portions of the data'had little, if any, direct relevance to the

O . I f
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conclusions and recommendations. This was especially true in the

" personnel component; however, one might contend that many of the
seemingly unrelated items were of value because they either suggested
that there was no problem in a particular aréa.or provided evidence
and support for certain fiscal policies related to personnel matters.

Research Components. Each riesearch component achieved its basic

mission éxcebt the one concerned with the cost of delivering educa:ion. '
Data were simply not available which would enable the researcher to
reach definitive c?nclusions on this matter. The aésumption tﬁat
daga from state and private agencies would be sufficiently comprehensive
to permit analysis and generalizations Qrovad'mabe invalid. In all
other components sufficient data were available. a

In two studies, fupil Transportation and School Food Service, the
researchers became somewhat involved in discuséing and analyzing
operational and administrative matters and did not'};strict their
discussion to fiscal policy concerns. Tn defenéé of the researchers -
the point can be made that one cannot legitimately study the financing
of these areas without also considering the quslity of their admin-
istration and possible operational improvements which would contribute
to increased économic-efficiency. |

Central staff Efforts. The central staff restricted its research

efforts to analyzing the existing state sypport program, reviewing the
findings and recommendations of the various research components, and

' . .
preparing recommendations for modifying and improving the state's

program. The formal report presents a comprehensive and concise over- .

view of the éxisting program, but the discussion of each of the research
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components lacks consisﬁency in form and¢ depth 6f treatmcnt.

In the latter séctiops of the Summary and Réco&m;ndations the
conclusions_and'reéomﬁéndations are ccncisely preséntéd'in a relativgly
non-technical fashion.' Legislators and informed laymen willxhave
little difficulty in grasping the prigcipal-points and should be able
to visualize the fdnding changes suggested for the vérious components

o~

of the state school suppbrf’prograﬁ.
Possible Modifications in the StudyéEfforﬁ
Scheduling and coordination appear to be the major areas in which
the study process could have been modified to impfove the qualit§ of
the overall product and also to reduceAthe dublicated effort on the
part of the individuals responsible for various research components.
Time. The time frame imposed by the Department of Pubiié In-
struction was too restrictive to permit a thorough review and analysis
» . _ _ .
of the various technical components before preparation of the summary
and recommendations section.n The time span for completion of the
componénts, 3-4 months; must be viewed as minimai and could not be
reduced. The central staff.was scheduléd to complete and submit the
.report within sixty dafs after receiﬁt of the technical'components;
this schedule did not’provide sufficient time for interaction.with the
individual.researchers and forced the central staff to begin its

,conceptualization process before all component reports had been received.

Coordination. . C?nsiderable duplication in data gathering efforts

could have peen eliminated if planning sessions could have been

scheduled for the 1ndividua1'rgsearchers, NEFP Central Staff members, and

%
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staff members'frop the Department of Public Ihstruction. The .
planning sessions would have obvious merit, but were not feasible be-
cause of time constraints of the completion date, previous commitments of
the individual rgsea;chers, and budgetary restrictions which did not
provide sufficient funds for work sessions. Oné of the advantages of
this coordipat?d eFfoFt could have Been the generation of a common
data set to be used by each researcher. Granted, additional data would
have been required forleACh technical compgnent, but considerzble man-
time could haﬁe bzen saved as well as reducingbthe possibility of con-
ﬁlictiﬁg.data. Another advantage of the planning session would have
been that individual researchers would have had a better understanding

of the overall effort, their contribution to the effort, the role of

the central staff, and the limitations and delimitations placed on the

-individual components as well as on the entire study.

Even though greater coordination would have had obvious merit, the
pattern of individual research efforts did permit the involvement of
a team with high levels of expertise in a variety of technical areas.
This ranc>» of expertise would not have been possible if the organizational
pattern would have called for high levels of coordinatidn and multiple
planning and reporting sassions.

Resea¥ch Techniques. With the research team's extensive experience

in studies of state school support brograms, the choice of rather

. - ot - '
simple statistical techniques war indicative of the intent to formulate

a:document which would be of direct value to those interested in
studying and revising state school finance programs. Involved statis-

tical anélySes higﬁt appear to have been desirable bY theoretical
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researchers or consumers of research, hut.these groups were not thg
primary audience for the report.

Additional factors which contributed to the choice of data treat-
ment w the limited number of districts in the state and the size of
the budget for‘each of the components. Involved statistical treatment
was not deemed necessary in view of the size of the.total population.
Significant budgétary increases would have been required to support
éé;;ufgr oriented da;a;analyses. In some compbnents considerable
attention was devoted to operati9na1 and administrative concerns which
do not lend themselves to statistical treatment. |

The principal statistical techniques used in the study were arith-
metié'means,'indiceé, fankings, ratios, aﬂd percentages. These pro-
vided the research team with sufficient information and depth to identify
needed changes and possible modifications in the state school support
prégfam. By usi;g simple and multiple correlationsffﬁrther analyses

| would have been possible in the state and local taxation and public échooll

'personnellcomponents. i+ adequate data had been awvailable, more sophis-
ticated techniques could have profitablly been used in analyzing the data
and the cost of delivering education component. In other states with
larger numbers of school districts, possibly consideration should Pe

given to more advanced research techniques.

Further Research
Several of the components consisted of status‘repdrts and were
°  more surv;y than analytically oriented; however, thé data base and
analyses provided through the;e components were invaluable to the total
: ‘ ' [

Q tudy effort. Following a careful analysis of each research component,
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three components have been jidentified which need additional research
attention, both in terms of the sophistication of the research design
and additional field research efforts. The Cost of Delivering Education
component is an area of major interest, shown by the statements of the
President's Commission on School Finance to state legislatures through-
out the nation. As pressures fof local property tax relief mount and
movements toward full state funding are discussed, questions contirnue
to be raised concerning the relative level of funding required to provide
equivalent services énd programs in all distriéts. A critique of that
component in this study suggests that much additionaliwork is needed
on both the research design ;nd identification of data . sources which
are needed and also are available on a district-by—district basis.

In the area of educational needs and cost differentials, further
research is needed to identify tle factors which contribute to the
‘differences in the leﬁel of expenditures for varioﬁg.programs in local
district§. Secon&%y, research efforts could be expedited if the existing

: R , : .

.expenditure acciunting systems were restructured to pro&i&e data in a
program format., A, third concern in this area is related to the techniques
vsed to identify programs and districts to be used in the sample.

Prior efforts have'used "best practice" or "comprehensive program? dis-
tricts as the sample population. This assumes that current practice

is desirable; possibly, scie consideration could be given to developing

a theoretical model of an expenditure pattern which would reflect
_"desired practicé". As another alternative, consideration might be

given to identifying "high productive" school districts and using this
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group as the sample population for the cost differentials study;

Currently, educational productivity‘appears to attract extremelf
high levels of interest from all segments of society from lay citizens
to legislators to professional educators. .Cdntinued efforts should
be made in this area to ascertain if."education does or does not make
a difference". Refinements are needed in the basic research design to
reduce the impact of overlapping variables which may "mask" the criti-
cal elements which contribute to the differences in levels of pro-~
ductivity. Rather than continuing to demonstra£e that children from
high income homes are also high achievers, attention should be given
to the school-controllable véxiables.- Findings and conclusions
related to this latte» concern may then ge analyzed to identify im-
plications and suggestions for changes in funding mechanisms for staté

school support programs.

Implementation

At this %ime, it is somewhat premature to project the degree to
which the recommendatipns of the study will be implemented. As a'first
level, the Delaware State Board of Education and the Citizens' Advisorxy
Committee will be reviewing the study to determine the portions which
they wich to support and present for legislative aetion. A better
assessment.of this potential might have been possible if either or ith
bodies had been directly involved with the NEFP Central Staff and the
research team during the conduct of the study, but this was not the

pattern of operation. Therefore, these gfoups are just now studying '

and analyzing the recommendations to determine their action proposals.

Q -
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The political acceptability of the sﬁudy may be somewhat de-
batable, for the general thrust of the report does not provide legis-
lators and political leadere with the opportunity to éain'highllevels
of recognition. 1In recommending an effort to revise and improve, {;@her
than to restructure, the staff may have reduced the level of popular ap-

© peal, put the proposed ghanges_may be easier to "sell" because of the.léck
of revoiutionary change and the general acceptability of the present state
schcol support prograﬁ among educatic¢nal leaders within the state.

As an organizational alternéfive,_members of the State Board of
Education and the Citizens' Advisory Committee could have been involved
in the study process, serving as a steering group or in advisocry
committee(s), but this Qould have required several staff meetihgs with
the group(s). Even though this might have resulted in a higher lavel
of initial acceptarnce for the reﬁort, the alternative.was not selected
when the study was organized. ‘Additional budgetary allocations would
have been required for the meetings, the overall time scheéule could not
have been maintained, and the research team mighf have haé'some diffi-
culty maintaining its independent poéture:

In general, the various research components in Financing the Public

Schools of Delaware represent a comprehensive effort to provide pasic

L]

data from which modifications and changes can be proposed for the state's

school support program. The Summary and Recommendations section provides
direction for policy-makers as they form:late proposed changes. Rather
than proposing a bold new program with many untried elements, the study
suggests ways in which the existing state school support program can bhe

@ pdated to keep pace with proposed changes in edﬁcatiénal funding and‘fiscpl

ERIC | | '

. emmEmmiupport mechanisms.
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- Affairs, University of Delaware, 1972).  (Mimeographed.).
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APPENDIX A

References for State and Local Taxation Component
Bureau of the Census. State Tax Collection in 1971. (washington:
Govcrnmunt P11nL1ng Office, 1971).

Cluck, Jamus w. "Minor Lapltal Tmprovument Program for Delaware Publlc
Schools for Fiscal Year 1973. (Dover, Delaware: Department of

. Public Instruction, 1971). (Mimeographed.)

Jones, Anne T. and James I. Spartz. "“Assessments and Tax Rates:
Delaware Public Schools 1972-73." (Dover, Delaware: Planning,
Research, and Fvaluation Division of Department of Public Instruction,
1972). (Mimeographed.)

Rutledge; Edward C. "A Survey of Revenues of State and Local Government

in the State of Delaware." (Newark, Delaware: Division of Urban
-O1 _ o

"Survey of Buying Powers" Sales Management, July 10, 1972.

State Board of Education and Department of Public Instructlon. ReEort of

Fducational Statistics 1970-71. (Dover, Delaware: The Department,

" 'December, 1971);

_U.S. Department of Commerce. Survey of Current Busimess, August = 1972.
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APPENDIX I3

References for School Personnel Component
State of Delaware, Report of Educational Statistics, 1970-71, (Dover,
Delaware: The State Board of Education and the Department of Public .}
Instruction, 1971). ' -

Department of Public Instruction, PDelaware's Rank in the 50 States on
Various Educational and Related Statistics. (Dover, Delaware: Planning,
Research, and Evaluation Division, Department of Public Instruction,
1972). _ ' :

National Education Association, Research Report 1972-R1, Rahkings of
the States, 1972. (Wwashington, D.C.: National FRducation Association,

1972).

Departmént of Public Instruction, Analvsis of September 30, 1971 Enrollment
Statistics. (Dover, Delaware: Planning, Research, and Evaluation
Division, Department of Public Instruction, October, 1971).
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APPENDIX C

References for School Construction Component

Department of Public Instruction, Surveys of School Buildings. for Deter-

mination of MdlnLLndnce pl]oimtnt (Dover, Delaware: Department of
Public Instruction). ’ ) - )

Department of Public Instruction, Report of Educational Statistics, 1970-71.
(Dover, Delaware: Department of Public. Instruction).

PDepartment. of Public Instruction, Assessments in Tax Rates, Delaware Public
Schools, 1972-73. . (Dover, Delaware: Planning, Research, and Evaluation
Division, Department of Public Instruction).

Delaware State Planning OfflCL, 1971 SChool Facilities Plannlng Studz.
(Dover, Delaware: State Planning Offlce, September, 1871).

Department of Public Ins struction, Annual Report 1963-64. (Dover, Delaware:
5tatc,5uper1ntendcnt,of Public Instruction, 1964). ' o '

‘State of Delaware, Recommendations for Reducing School Construction Costs

o
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In the State of_Delaware. (Dover, Delaware: Governor's Action Force on

Schocl Construction in Delaware, February,_197l).

Department of Public ‘Instruction, Projections of Public School Enrollments
and Units of Pupils (1972-76j}. (Dover, Delaware: Plauning, Research, and

Evaluatlon D1V151on, Department .of Public Instructlon, 1971).



